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LINDA STRINDEVALL 

Strindevall, L., 2018: Coherence between National and International Environmental Policies – the case of 
Sweden. Master thesis in Sustainable Development at Uppsala University, No. 2018/12, 70 pp, 30 ECTS/hp 

Abstract: 
Policy coherence is receiving increasing attention due to the interconnectedness, urgency and global character of the 
challenges that humanity faces today. Policy coherence provides an effective approach to tackle the complex macro-
challenges of today since it entails achieving policies from different levels and sectors striving towards the same 
objectives in a supportive and reinforcing manner, producing an effective and long-lasting response to the 
challenges. Considering the broad, ambitious and universal Agenda 2030, policy coherence is of greater importance 
than ever before. This study investigates the policy coherence between Agenda 2030 and the national level looking 
into the case of Sweden with focus on the environmental dimension of sustainable development by evaluating the 
coherence between the environmental SDGs and Sweden’s national environmental quality objectives. Coherence 
between the two policy levels is evaluated using a qualitative data analysis by comparing official policy documents 
from respective policy agenda and applying the OECD’s (2016) Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development 
framework to Sweden. The conclusion indicates that the policy agendas fit together in a reasonable way but has the 
potential to be more coherent. Urgency is seldom addressed, but rather challenges are pointed out as critical and 
taking action is noted as significant. Both of the policy agendas address the interconnectedness of the challenges, the 
SDGs in a vague manner pointing out ‘links’ and the national environmental quality objectives in a more detailed 
manner pointing out more specific examples. The global character of the challenges is addressed in both of the 
policy agendas, more so in the SDGs than the national environmental quality targets. Incoherence is at times 
difficult to point out due to the vague terms used in Agenda 2030 compared to Sweden’s national policy. However, 
the vagueness of Agenda 2030 seems to serve a function whereas the country specific goals go into further detail 
according to the context. Despite the difficulty, results show that a broader perspective would benefit both policy 
agendas in addressing the global challenges coherently, since it consequently implies that the concept of policy 
coherence is applied at a larger scale.  

Keywords: Policy coherence, environment policy, sustainable development, Agenda 2030, sustainable development 
goals 
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1. Introduction
The current generation is the first to be informed that humans can undermine their future, and the last 
generation to have the opportunity to take action, secure the wellbeing of the coming generations, and 
avoid collapse (Rockström, 2015; Rockström & Wijkman, 2014). The concept of sustainable 
development, “development that meets the needs of current generations without compromising the ability 
of future generations to meet their own needs”, is presented as the solution for the current generations to 
ensure that there can be life in the tomorrow (Brundtland, 1987, p.45). Concerns are high and therefore 
governments around the world have adopted a new sustainable development agenda, Agenda 2030, for 
tackling the global challenges we face today.  

Agenda 2030 was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) in 2015 with the aim to 
transform social, economic and environmental development into a sustainable direction in order to avoid 
compromising future generations’ ability to meet their own needs (Brundtland, 1987, p.41). This 
framework, composed by 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), addresses the global challenges in 
an interconnected manner, covering all three dimensions of sustainability and the interdependence 
amongst the issues. The SDGs supersede the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which was the 
United Nations (UN) development agenda for 2000 - 2015. The MDGs themselves derived from previous 
work regarding sustainable development. Two important milestones were the 1972 UN Conference on the 
Human Environment and the 1992 Earth Summit. The sustainable development debate is regarded to have 
taken off in the international sphere at the 1972 UNCED, especially focusing on the environmental aspect 
of sustainable development (Conca & Dabelko, 2014; Ivanova, 2014). The 1972 conference agreed upon 
26 principles concerning the environment and development, and the Earth summit produced the Agenda 
21 action plan for sustainable development (UNCED, 1973; UNCED, 1993). The MDGs are generally 
considered successful in it’s ambitions, resulting in poverty reduction across all regions (Ivanova, 2014, 
p.149). The SDGs attempt to fulfil what the past goals did not accomplished as well as the new, more
ambitious and broader agenda that applies for the whole world (UNGA, 2015). 

In order to implement the vision of Agenda 2030 all states are required to internalise the agenda into 
national setting. This requires translating the policies emerging from the agenda into national policies, and 
successfully implementing them. However, internalising a large-scale global agenda for the first time, 
which is the case for many countries' such as Sweden, is challenging. Difficult aspects include the holistic 
perspective and interconnected nature of the agenda, since countries' around the world that are meant to 
be implementing the agenda have traditionally been working in silos, rather than holistically with 
intersectional cooperation (Raworth, 2012).  

The concept of policy coherence has gained momentum in order to harmonise policies between silos and 
between level (local, regional, national and international) (Carbone, 2009; Nilsson et al, 2012). Policy 
coherence is endeavoured since it entails that policies strive towards the same objective(s) and can 
support and reinforce each other, rather than contradict, challenge or undermine each other. This is of 
special significance for so-called macro-challenges, such as cross-border environmental problems and 
interdependent development challenges, since they affect everyone. Although policy coherence is 
endeavoured, it appears to be lacking. This research is significant since policy coherence between 
international and national policies affects the success of the new sustainable development agenda, which 
itself affects the ability to maintain life on Earth for the current and future generations. 
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1.1. Problem formulation: lack of response to the global 
challenges 
‘Development’ has aimed to address the global challenges since Truman first coined the concept in his 
inaugural speech 1949. Truman motivated how industrialised countries' could stimulate economic growth 
in “underdeveloped countries'” by sharing technology and science (Truman, 1949). This development as 
growth narrative assumes that "a rising tide lifts all ships", but in reality, the development prospects are 
interdependent, and thus advancement in an area can be attended by regression in another (Stirling, 2016; 
Rockström & Wijkman, 2014, p.43). For example, poverty can exacerbate environmental stress, and vice 
versa (Raworth, 2012). The development challenges confronting the world today are interconnected with 
economic, social and environmental factors, and are therefore by definition sustainability issues 
(Caradonna, 2014). The development issues are "complex to address in its own right" and even more so 
because of the interdependence amongst them (MEA, 2005, p.2). It is acknowledged that "[t]here is no 
simple fix" to development issues (ibid, p.2). 

Development has in many ways been successful, but not nearly been successful enough. Literacy has 
improved, access to electricity has increased, diseases have been eradicated, child mortality has decreased 
and vaccination has improved (Rosling, 2010; WWF, 2016; UNGA, 2015). Despite positive progress 
development issues remain, such as social and gender inequality, and achieving food security in a world 
where the population is growing immensely and the environment degrading quickly (Rosling, 2010; 
Caradonna, 2014; MEA, 2005). Unfortunately, progress has often come at a cost of environmental 
consequences, such as higher amounts of emitted greenhouse gases (Rosling, 2007). Environmental 
problems are becoming more widespread and severe (Ivanova, 2014). Today, they are challenging the 
achievement of the current development agenda and regression of past achievements (MEA, 2005). 
Further development progress based on a deteriorating environment is therefore a contradiction in terms. 

Humanity is living far above its natural resources and thus development occurs unsustainably (Rockström 
& Wijkman, 2014; Brundtland, 1987; Raworth, 2012; WWF, 2016). The rate at which humanity is 
extracting resources exceeds the rate at which the sources can be regenerated. Thus humanity is 
approaching the limits to growth (Meadows et al, 2004). The ecological footprint, "the land area that 
would be required to provide the resources (grain, feed, wood, fish and urban land) and absorb the 
emissions (carbon dioxide) of global society", is exceeding the Earth's biocapacity (ibid, p.xiv). The 
human population was in 2016 using resources from the equivalent on 1.6 planets (WWF, 2016, p.13). 
The world's population is expected to reach nine billion by 2050, making it even harder to reduce the 
resource use to that of one sustainable planet (MEA, 2005, p.74). In order to fulfil the 'one planet vision', 
where all of humanity uses resources equivalent to one planet, the ecological footprint needs to be in 
balance with the biocapacity (WWF, 2016). The severity of environmental issues and the consequences 
they pose to humanity is making it difficult to fulfil the one planet vision for the current generation, let 
alone the future generation(s) (ibid). Therefore, environmental problems are crucial when addressing 
sustainable development. 

History shows us that life with scarce resources is problematic in many ways. Innovation and technology 
have been, and still are, valuable sources of solutions for problems of overexploitation and diminishing 
resources (Rosling, 2007; WWF, 2016; Rockström & Wijkman, 2014; UNGA, 2015). History exemplifies 
failures where societies have collapsed due to environmental problems such as soil erosion, deforestation 
and climate change (Diamond, 2005). The tragedy of the commons, where many ‘consumers’ use a 
common resource without being accountable or responsible for its exhaustion, "has led to many commons 
resources becoming overharvested and destroyed" (ibid, p.428). The logic of "if I don't catch that fish or 
let my sheep graze that grass, some other fisherman or herder will anyway, so it makes no sense for me to 
refrain from overfishing or overharvesting" causes a negative spiral of overexploitation of natural 
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resources, pushing societies towards collapse (ibid, p.428). The distinction to the case of today, compared 
to historical societies that have collapsed, is that overexploitation is affecting the global common goods, 
such as the atmosphere, the oceans and large-scale ecosystems, rather than local resources, meaning that 
collapse can occur at a larger scale than ever before (Rockström & Wijkman, 2014; MEA, 2005). Melting 
glaciers and tundra, ocean acidification, reduction of fresh water resources, desertification, and global 
warming are processes that are occurring far beyond the local communities control (Rockström & 
Wijkman, 2014; Nykvist et al, 2013; WWF, 2016). Inevitably “[e]nvironmental problems are becoming 
increasingly global", requiring to be tackled systematically at the global and national level (Nykvist et al, 
2013, p.9; Rockström & Wijkman, 2014; Ivanova, 2014). 

The 1972 report "Limits to Growth" by the Club of Rome, a group of businessmen, scientists and 
politicians, examined whether the policies at the time were leading towards a sustainable future or 
towards collapse (Meadows et al, 2004). The results clearly concluded that there are limits to growth, 
natural resources are finite and that humanity was headed in an unsustainable direction that could lead to 
collapse unless changes were made (Meadows et al, 2004, p.8). "Limits to Growth" was for the most part 
disregarded and to a large extent critiqued for neglecting the possibility that technological progress could 
solve the environmental problems, develop substitutes to diminishing resources and that adjusting prices 
could lead to a more appropriate balance between supply and demand (Rockström & Wijkman, 2014, 
p.35-36). However, updates of the original research suggest that humanity "has already overshot the limits 
of Earth's support capacity" and "is already in unsustainable territory" (Meadows et al, 2004, p.xiii-3). 
The global policy arena therefore needs to address the physical growth constraints in order to achieve 
sustainable development (ibid, p.xvii). In other words, development should therefore occur within the 
social and planetary boundaries, which define the safe and just operating space for humanity. 

Efforts to solve the complex problems we face today are gravely inadequate, but "history shows all to be 
politically remediable" (Stirling, 2016, p.259). Over 500 international environmental agreements have 
been signed with the aim to reverse negative environmental trends in a more sustainable direction, but the 
results have been exceedingly limited (Rockström & Wijkman, 2014, p.48; Raworth, 2012, p.6). The 
policies before Agenda 2030 are described as “head in the sand”, where problems and challenges were 
neglected and avoided (Rockström, 2013). There is an urgent need for transformation in order for Earth's 
resources to be able to meet human needs (Raworth, 2012, p.1). The global challenges we face today "can 
be greatly reduced through wise policy" that "sustain and expand the Earth's resource base” (Brundtland, 
1987, p.29; Meadows et al, 2004, p.xix). Agenda 2030 has a "supremely ambitious and transformational 
vision" where all life can thrive today and tomorrow, and therefore brings hope to a concerned population 
(UNGA, 2015, p.3). 

The effects of unsustainable actions affect us all as we live in an interdependent world where 
sustainability issues, and especially environmental sustainability issues, are not circumscribed by national 
boundaries (Galaz et al, 2012a; Rockström, 2015; Nykvist et al, 2013; WWF, 2016). How personal and 
local actions relate to the global whole is difficult to grasp due to the "systemic properties of the system as 
a whole", which makes it hard to operationalise the 'think global act local' mindset (Weitz et al, 2017, 
p.2). Agenda 2030 serves as a framework that concretises the work that lies ahead in order to achieve 
sustainable development. 

Humanity finds itself at a "very critical position” where it is the biggest threat to itself and to the 
preconditions of life, which derive from the complex natural system in which it lives (Brundtland, 1987, 
p.28; Rockström et al, 2009, p.472)."Collapse is not an attractive future" and thus "[g]lobal politics is 
blighted by frustrated needs for transformation" (Stirling, 2016, p.259; Meadows et al, 2004, p.xi). 
Transformation is guided by Agenda 2030, and humanity’s future relies on its success. The urgency, 
interconnectedness and global character of the challenges that humanity faces today require a coherent 
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approach. Since the problems remain critical despite attempts to resolve them, it is assumed that the 
global challenges have been incoherently addressed. This is why incoherence is a major problem worth 
looking into. 

1.2. Aim 
This thesis aims to determine whether there is, or to what extent there is, coherence between international 
and Swedish national policy within the environmental field. For this, the environmental dimension of the 
international policies emerging from Agenda 2030 and the Swedish environmental policies will be 
compared. Findings could be that there is, is not or is to some extent policy coherence. Coherence refers 
to the relationship between the policies, more specifically how they correspond and connect in a 
reasonable way. If the findings show that there is coherence, then we appear to be on the right track, and 
recommendations would support the maintenance of the policy coherence. In the case of that there is no 
coherence, reasons and causes for this will be sought, and recommendations would focus on measures to 
achieve coherence. Most likely, the findings will show that there is policy coherence to a certain degree. 
This variance of coherence will be analysed, and recommendations would focus on achieving greater 
coherence. 

1.3. Disposition 
The introducing chapter of this research paper formulates the problem that the research aims to address. 
The following chapter, Background, states relevant information about the global challenges by 
introducing the concept of a safe and just space for humanity, and how Agenda 2030 has been created in 
an attempt to address the global challenges in an interconnected manner. The Background also includes a 
description of sustainable development in Sweden, and how the country is working with internalising 
Agenda 2030. The theoretical framework that follows in the third chapter focuses on why policy, policy 
coherence and more specifically environmental policy coherence are considered to be important elements 
for the success of the post-2015 development agenda. Chapter three also presents related literature, 
focusing on policy as means to reach sustainable development, policy coherence in the context of 
sustainable development and relevant actors who are meant to formulate and implement sustainable 
development policy. Chapter four covers the methods used in the research, more specifically how the 
Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development framework is being applied in this study and what 
material is used. The Results chapter that follows presents the findings emerging from the qualitative data 
analysis. Result is presented in two tables; one directly comparing environmental policies emerging from 
Agenda 2030 with Swedish national environmental policies and the other focusing on how Sweden has 
implemented Agenda 2030 into national environmental policies. The results are discussed in chapter 6 in 
order to answer the main research question and sub research questions. Chapter 7 concludes the findings 
of the research, followed by three chapters on acknowledgements, references and annex.  
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2. Background

2.1. Social and planetary boundaries 
The concept of planetary boundaries, based on research by the Stockholm Resilience Centre, was first 
presented in the article “A safe operating space for humanity” in Nature 2009. It builds upon previous 
research regarding the Earth’s limits and their systemic nature, which constitutes as an "ecological 
ceiling" for humanity (Raworth, 2012). In 2012, the social foundation was integrated into the framework, 
defining a "safe and just space for humanity” as presented in figure 1 (ibid). The integrated framework 
was presented in the article "A safe and just space for humanity: Can we live within the doughnut?" 
(ibid). The safe and just space for humanity, described as "the doughnut", is the space where humanity 
has its social foundations in order while not exceeding the ecological ceiling (ibid). 

Fig.1. The doughnut of social and planetary boundaries (Raworth, 2017). 

Within the doughnut “is where inclusive and sustainable economic development takes place” (Raworth, 
2012, p.15). Both the social and planetary boundaries are important for achieving sustainable 
development since they are inextricably linked (Raworth, 2012; MEA, 2005; Biermann, 2012). The inner 
boundary of the doughnut, the social boundary, protects humanity from deprivation (Raworth, 2012). The 
social foundation ensures human rights and adequate resources "for all people to lead lives of dignity and 
opportunity" (ibid, p.9). The outer boundary of the doughnut, the planetary boundaries, protects humanity 
from environmental degradation (ibid). The planetary boundaries are described as a safety margin around 
complex thresholds that are “associated with the planet’s biophysical subsystems or processes” defined on 
a global scale (Rockström et al, 2009, p.472-474). Reaching or transgressing a planetary boundary may 
generate nonlinear change, change in direction of a systematic feedback loop and irreversible effects 
(Rockström et al, 2009; Raworth, 2012). The boundaries are subsystems within a larger global system, 
where surpassing one boundary increases the risk to affect other boundaries (Rockström et al, 2009). 
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The social and planetary boundaries are decisive for life on planet Earth as we know it. The stress that 
humanity places on Earth’s biophysical systems threatens to cause a shift in geological epoch, from the 
stable state of the Holocene to the uncertainty of the Anthropocene (Rockström, 2010; Raworth, 2012; 
WWF, 2016; Biermann, 2012). The characteristics of the Holocene, which is the geological era for the 
past 10,000 years, has "enabled many human civilisations to arise, develop, and thrive", for example by 
providing us with the opportunity to develop agriculture and modernise society (Raworth, 2012, p.12). 
The Anthropocene (‘anthropos’ is Greek for human) is propelled by humans, rather than natural forces 
being the primary driver of planetary change (WWF, 2016, p.7). Entering into the Anthropocene 
"constitutes a risk that the Earth will become much less hospitable to our modern globalised society" 
whereas the predicted conditions for the epoch are unacceptable (ibid, p.10). In order to maintain 
favourable conditions, humanity needs to be within the safe and just operating space (ibid). 

The framework of social and planetary boundaries "can help us grasp the complexity of human impacts 
on the planet" as it "brings out a new perspective on sustainable development" (WWF, 2016, p.12; 
Raworth, 2012, p.5). The framework entails social and planetary boundaries on a global level, and "is not 
designed to be “downscaled” or “disaggregated” to smaller levels, such as nations or local communities" 
(Steffen et al, 2015, p.8). However, "both the local and the global matter for staying within planetary and 
social boundaries” (Raworth, 2012, p.8). Therefore, the boundaries should be considered at all levels 
(ibid). "The framework of social and planetary boundaries provides a global-scale compass" to lead both 
global and local actions (ibid, p.20).  

Contrary to the presumption that there is a conflict between global equity and environmental 
sustainability goals, there are significant synergies to be achieved if the social and planetary boundaries  
are tackled simultaneously (Steffen & Smith, 2013). "[C]ombining social equity considerations with the 
management of the biophysical planetary boundaries may constitute a necessary — and perhaps even 
sufficient — condition for achieving global sustainability, and is thus crucial for the development of new, 
truly integrated and universal Sustainable Development Goals" (ibid, p.407). 

2.2. The post-2015 sustainable development agenda 

2.2.1. Agenda 2030 and the Sustainable Development Goals 
The post-2015 development agenda builds upon the MDGs, which formed the UN development agenda 
for 2000-2015 (UNGA, 2015). The post-2015 development agenda is set for the period from 2015 until 
2030. Agenda 2030 consists of 17 SDGs1 that supersede the 8 MDGs. The UNGA adopted Agenda 2030 
in September 2015, which came into effect on the 1st of January 2016 (ibid). Other agreements from 2015 
that are complimentary to Agenda 2030 are: the Paris Climate Agreement, which aims at reducing the 
emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gasses2, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda, which provides a 
global framework for financing the post-2015 development agenda and the Sendai Framework for 
Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030, which focuses on establishing a holistic disaster risk management 
approach (ibid).  

                                                
1A list of the SDGs can be found on page 7. 
2The agreement aims to avoid surpassing a temperature increase of 2 degrees Celsius since before industrial levels (UNFCCC, 2The agreement aims to avoid surpassing a temperature increase of 2 degrees Celsius since before industrial levels (UNFCCC, 
2015). It is closely aligned with SDG13 Climate Action, the Swedish environmental quality target of Reduced Climate Impact 
and the planetary boundary of Climate Change. Actions targeted at the goals and targets mentioned are often discussed in relation 
to the Paris climate agreement. They are therefore relevant for the environmental policies discussed in this thesis. 
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Agenda 2030’s official document is called Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. "It calls all countries' to action; it recognises that all countries' are developing countries' in 
common pursuit of a sustainable path to development; it charts such a path at global level; and it appeals 
to all countries' to break with business-as-usual models going forward" (O'Connor et al, 2016, p.3). The 
shift from a 'development agenda' to a 'sustainable development agenda' means that is includes all 
dimensions of sustainability - social, economic and environmental (UNGA, 2015). Addressing these three 
dimensions in an interconnected manner is what makes Agenda 2030 an integrated agenda. The SDGs 
aim to support "transformative steps which are urgently needed to shift the world on to a sustainable and 
resilient path" (ibid, p.1). 

Agenda 2030 is universal in nature, and implementation is targeted towards "all countries' and all 
stakeholders" (UNGA, 2015, p.1). Since "governments are accountable to the citizens", it follows that 
governments have a vital role in implementing Agenda 2030 (Ölund Wingqvist et al, 2012, p.49). The 
Agenda 2030 document expresses that "governments have the primary responsibility for follow-up and 
review, at the national, regional and global levels, in relation to the progress made in implementing the 
Goals and targets over the coming 15 years" (UNGA, 2015, p.11). This entails that governments have an 
overarching coordination role of grave importance. However, a wider set of actors have to actually 
implement the agenda, including civil society organisations and private sector. 

Agenda 2030 describes how the SDGs are important for humanity and the state of humanity's future. The 
intergenerational aspect of sustainability is a vital part of the agenda as it stressed that "[w]e can be the 
first generation to succeed in ending poverty; just as we may be the last to have a chance of saving the 
planet" (UNGA, 2015, p.12). It stressed that efforts towards fulfilling the SDGs are important investments 
for the future. The message is clear: "[t]he world will be a better place in 2030 if we succeed in our 
objectives" (ibid, p.12). 

 

Box 1: The 17 SDGs 

Sustainable Development Goals 
1. No Poverty 
2. Zero Hunger 
3. Good Health and Well-Being 
4. Quality Education 
5. Gender Equality 
6. Clean Water and Sanitation 
7. Affordable and Clean Energy 
8. Decent Work and Economic Growth 
9. Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure  
10. Reduced Inequalities 
11. Sustainable Cities and Communities 
12. Responsible Consumption and Production 
13. Climate Change 
14. Life Below Water 
15. Life on Land 
16. Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions 
17. Partnerships for the Goals 
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2.2.2. SDG interconnectedness 
"The Sustainable Development Goals and targets are integrated and indivisible, global in nature and 
universally applicable" (UNGA, 2015, p.13). It is recognised that the global challenges are 
interdependent, and thus the goals and targets set to tackle the issues must be as well (UNGA, 2015; 
Weitz et al, 2017; Le Blanc, 2015). Le Blanc (2015) created a network in order to visually display the 
interconnectedness amongst the 17 SDGs and the 169 targets within Agenda 2030 (see figure 2). 

Fig. 2. The SDGs and targets in an interconnected network (Le Blanc, 2015, p.179). 

The network map of the interconnected targets "emphasises the need for an integrated consideration of the 
goals and targets, implying coordination and coherence across policy domains" (O'Connor et al, 2015, 
p.5). Hence, different sectoral policies should mutually work toward Agenda 2030, which requires
coordination (Le Blanc, 2015). Unfortunately, governments traditionally work in silos, which is not an 
effective way to work with “multi-sectorial, multi-scale, multi-actor issues such as the SDGs" (Weitz et 
al, 2017, p.1-2). Disentanglement of the SDG interactions and gaining a deeper understanding of how 
different policy areas affect each other "can support policy and decision makers seeking to ensure 
effective and coherent implementation across the governmental machinery" (ibid, p.2). In short, 
understanding the interconnectedness of the agenda is important to "enable greater policy coherence" and 
"enhance progress in the 2030 Agenda as a whole" (Weitz et al, 2017, p.2; Le Blanc, 2015, p.11). 

Moreover, several targets cannot be addressed exclusively at the national level since they are global in 
nature. Therefore, the connection between international and national policies is important to establish for 
coherently implementing Agenda 2030. 
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2.2.3. Policies emerging from Agenda 2030  
Agenda 2030 is a "broad and universal policy agenda" (UNGA, 2015, p.6). The interconnectedness of 
Agenda 2030 implies that the policies emerging from the agenda are interconnected as well. Therefore, 
the policies emerging from the agenda need to be coherent, addressing their objective(s) jointly. Ergo, 
how the policies relate to each other, and how policymakers address this relationship, is of crucial 
significance for the agenda as a whole. 

As previously stated, governments have a significant responsibility in Agenda 2030’s implementation. 
Governments are particularly responsible for incorporating the policies emerging from Agenda 2030 “into 
national planning processes, policies and strategies” (ibid, p.13). However, "[a]s countries' now are 
moving to implementation, the complexity of the agenda is appearing in full colours" (Weitz, et al, 2017, 
p.1). Multiple factors contribute to the difficulty of implementing Agenda 2030 on a national level, such 
as; (a) taking into account "different national realities, capacities and levels of development and 
respecting national policies and priorities”, which leaves a lot of room for interpretation (UNGA, 2015, 
p.3; Weitz et al, 2017), (b) the global setting of the agenda, which is beyond any country’s control, (c) the 
universality of the agenda which implies that the responsibility of implementation belongs to everyone 
and therefore arguably no one, and (d) the interdependence of the agenda, whereas headway on one front 
can simultaneously be or cause regression in another. In response to the mentioned challenges, 
governments seek to establish policies that fit together in a reasonable way.  

The environmental issues discussed at a global level "typically raise one of three types of policy 
problems: (1) management of global commons or provision of “global public goods”; (2) transboundary 
pollution or “externalities;” and (3) ubiquitous environmental problems with worldwide implications", all 
of which are beyond any country or states control (Ivanova, 2003, p.11). Unfortunately, "[i]n the absence 
of an overarching sovereign at the global level, the incentives to free ride are even stronger" (ibid, p.11). 
International organisations, such as the UN, provide the forum for discussing governing measures for 
these types of environmental issues (ibid, p.13).  

To conclude, national policies are important components of Agenda 2030 as a whole. Aligning national 
policies with the policies orienting from Agenda 2030 will facilitate, support and stimulate efforts by 
other actors aimed towards the agenda. Having polices that relate to each other in a reasonable way has 
the potential to diminish regression in other areas, thus contributing to the policies effectively addressing 
the global challenges. 

2.3. Sustainable development in Sweden 
Sweden's work evolving around sustainable development started before Agenda 2030. Sweden has been 
working actively with sustainability issues since the 1990's, most notably by contributing to the Agenda 
21 action programme, which was agreed upon at the UN Conference on Environment and Development 
(UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro 19923 (Regeringskansliet, 2017b). Sweden's participation in international 
efforts for sustainability has not subsided. Sweden’s active role in the negotiations for the post-2015 
development agenda exemplifies continued engagement towards sustainability (ibid). To put in another 

                                                
3 The conference, which was arranges due to the Brundtland report that had "placed the concept of sustainable development as an 
urgent imperative on the global agenda", was a milestone for sustainable development, as it for the first time integrated the 
economic, social and environmental fields at an international conference, brought together more decision makers and actors "than 
any other meeting in the history of international relations" and established the first action plan for sustainable development 
(UNCED, 1992, p.1).  
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way, Sweden has been actively participating in the pursuit for a better world since the emergence of 
sustainable development. 

The onset of Sweden’s national effort for sustainable development is most prominently illustrated by the 
adoption of goals for environmental policy in 1991 (that would later become the national environmental 
quality objectives in 1999), the adoption on the first National Sustainable Development Strategy in 2002 
(which was revised in 2004 and 2006), and the adoption of the Swedish Policy for Global Development 
(Politik för global utveckling, or PGU) in 2003 (O'Connor et al, 2016; Regeringskansliet, 2017b). 
Convincingly, Sweden efforts to contribute to sustainable development emerged both nationally and 
internationally simultaneously.  

2.3.1. Sweden and Agenda 2030  
Like all other countries', Sweden has agreed to make Agenda 2030 their own, which requires internalising 
"its ambitions, goals, and targets in national strategies, plans, and policies" (O'Connor et al, 2016, p.3). "A 
starting point for Sweden is that the implementation of the 2030 Agenda involves a process of successive 
transformation and further development of Sweden’s societal model as a modern and sustainable welfare 
state, nationally and as part of the global system" (Regeringskansliet, 2017b, p.4). This gradual 
transformation builds upon "existing processes, initiatives, and mechanisms at different levels" (O'Connor 
et al, 2016, p.24). The transformation involves, for instance, revitalising the PGU "in light of the 2030 
Agenda" and connecting the national environmental quality objectives to "the green dimension of Agenda 
2030" (O'Connor et al, 2016, p.14; Regeringskansliet, 2017b, p.46).  

"Sweden is an interesting case due to its Government’s high ambition to be a front runner on SDG 
implementation and also the Government’s interest in the policy coherence agenda" (Weitz et al, 2017, 
p.3). The Swedish government's high ambitions are reflected in many ways, amongst others in the 
Swedish Prime Minister’s declaration that “Sweden is pushing for the goals of the 2030 Agenda to be 
achieved” (Regeringskansliet, 2017a). The Government's pursuit for policy coherence reflects these high 
ambitions, since it is regarded to induce maximum impact. "The Government looks with confidence on 
the continued work in Sweden and internationally to implement the 2030 Agenda and contribute to the 
global sustainable development goals" (Regeringskansliet, 2017b, p.7). 

Sweden has good prerequisites for implementing Agenda 2030 because of the country's long history of 
peace and democracy, strong economy, an encouraging business environment, and well established 
international and trade relations (UD-GA, 2017; Rosling, 2010; Regeringskansliet, 2017b; 
Regeringkansliet, 2017c). The Swedish Government notes that Sweden is coming from a good starting 
position, already fulfilling 49 out of the 232 agenda indicators 4  (Regeringskansliet, 2017c). 
Complimentary to this, Sweden is ranked as the best prepared country to implement the SDGs by the 
Bertelsmann Stiftung's stress test, which specifically looks into how rich countries' are delivering in 
regard to sustainable development (Kroll, 2015). The combination of favourable prerequisites and high 
ambitions provides Sweden with a unique opportunity to take the lead in implementing the agenda. The 
Swedish Government is keen to seize this opportunity by taking the lead to show what actions are 
possible regarding to SDG implementation and to actively and constructively share knowledge and 
experience with other implementing actors (Branteström & Fredholm, 2015; Rockström, 2015). In short, 
Sweden aims to act as a model example in the implementation of Agenda 2030 (UD-GA, 2017; 
Regeringskansliet, 2017b).  

                                                
4 According to SCB the 18th of July 2017. 
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Sweden has actively been working towards implementing the SDGs since Agenda 2030 came into effect. 
The Swedish Government appointed "[a]n independent multi-stakeholder committee" called the National 
Delegation for Sweden’s Implementation of Agenda 2030 in March 2016 to "support and stimulate the 
work with Sweden’s implementation of the 2030 Agenda, both nationally and internationally" (Agenda 
2030-delegationen, 2018; O'Connor et al, 2016, p.10; Regeringskansliet, 2017b). According to the 
governmental directive the National Delegation for Sweden’s Implementation of Agenda 2030 (hereon 
forth "the Delegation") has been assigned 3 specific tasks: (1) propose a comprehensive action plan to the 
government, (2) promote information and knowledge sharing, and (3) anchor Agenda 2030, through a 
broad dialogue with community stakeholders (Regeringskansliet, 2016b; Agenda 2030-delegationen, 
2018). The Delegation intends to provide a clear overall picture of the extent to which Sweden today 
meets the SDGs and what further steps need to be taken to implement Agenda 2030 in Sweden 
(Regeringskansliet, 2016a). Up to this point, the Delegation has produced two interim reports (in 
November 2016 and March 2017) and a combined status report and proposed action plan for Sweden's 
implementation of the agenda (Regeringskansliet, 2016b; Agenda 2030-delegationen, 2018). The last 
report, Sweden and the 2030 Agenda - Report to the UN High Level Political Forum 2017 on Sustainable 
Development, presents an analysis of the gap between national strategies and Agenda 2030. The report 
incorporates "the Government’s preliminary assessment of how Sweden in 2017 is living up to the global 
goals and targets" and presents further work required both nationally and internationally to implement 
Agenda 2030 (Regeringskansliet, 2017b, p.8). Further work could for example entail establishing new 
national goals and targets that are lacking correspondence to Agenda 2030, or missing completely 
(O'Connor, 2016). The Delegation’s final report, which is to be presented in March 2019, will present its 
recommendations to the Swedish Government regarding the implementation of Agenda 2030 
(Regeringskansliet, 2016b; Agenda 2030-delegationen, 2018). 

Sweden adopts a "whole-of-government" approach towards implementing Agenda 2030 (Carbone, 2008; 
O'Connor et al, 2016). All cabinet ministers are responsible for implementing Agenda 2030 within their 
areas of responsibility (Regeringskansliet, 2016b). Additional to this, the minister for civil affairs is 
responsible for the coordination of the national implementation (ibid). National implementation occurs at 
multiple levels, but especially at the levels of municipalities and regions, emphasising local ownership of 
the agenda (O'Connor et al, 2016). In response to the interconnectedness of Agenda 2030, the Delegation 
strives to establish a coordinated and integrated approach to the agenda. Multilevel implementation is 
important in order to achieve the whole-of-government approach. 

The Swedish Government acknowledges that "[a] coherent approach is needed at all stages, from policy 
design to actual implementation", in order to achieve the global goals (Regeringskansliet, 2017b, p.12). 
Therefore, "[t]he Government pursues an ambitious policy coherence", which is reflected in the PGU 
(ibid, p.4). The PGU is central for Agenda 2030 for two main reasons. Firstly, it extends the responsibility 
for sustainable development to all policy areas (O'Connor et al, 2016). Secondly, it identifies actual and 
potential conflicts, providing the Government with the opportunity to make informed decisions in how to 
handle them (Regeringskansliet, 2017b; OECD, 2018a). The PGU is essential for the Government to 
achieve policy coherence but has lost momentum over time (O'Connor et al, 2016). The revitalisation of 
the PGU, as well as the Delegation's work in support of policy coherence, is therefore a priority in 
Sweden's implementation of Agenda 2030 (Regeringskansliet, 2017b). 

Sweden's work regarding sustainable development is regarded to be in the forefront. Despite this, 
challenges remain. First, piecing together various processes, initiatives and mechanisms from different 
levels into a comprehensive overview of Sweden's contribution to the implementation of Agenda 2030 is 
difficult (O'Connor et al, 2016). Agenda has 232 separate indicators, which Sweden’s Central Bureau of 
Statistics (SCB) notes is difficult to aggregate for achieving a holistic overview of progress (SCB, 2017). 
Second, Sweden’s large land mass per capita is a complicating factor. It influences a fragmentation of life 
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supporting services and a centralisation of power. In fact, inequalities between different geographical 
parts of the country have risen over time (Regeringskansliet, 2017c). Third, Sweden's population has 
unsustainable consumption habits and a remarkably high (external) material footprint, which represents 
the amount of resources needed in order to produce and ship a product to the consumer 
(Regeringskansliet, 2017c; OECD, 2018a). Thus, Swedes are responsible for the use of large quantities of 
natural resources. Lastly, multiple conflicts have been identified, which is likely to cause trade-offs and 
counteract progress5. Having said that, Sweden is acknowledging challenges and attempting to overcome 
them (OECD, 2016).  

2.3.2. Swedish environmental policies 
Environmental policies have undergone profound changes since the 1970s as environmental problems 
have become increasingly global. “[T]he environmental problems of the 1970s and 1980s (such as water 
pollution, air pollution and soil contamination around landfills) were mainly local, regional or national in 
scope, more recent problems (such as climate change and loss of biodiversity) are global concerns" 
(Nordbeck & Steurer, 2016, p.737). This causes the orientation of environmental policies to change from 
a narrow and sectoral approach with prescribed solutions to a comprehensive and cross-sectoral approach 
with integrated efforts of environmental concerns (ibid, p.737). 

The local to global shift in environmental policy is in the case for Sweden described in terms of three 
different periods (Emmelin & Cherp, 2016, p.195). The first period (1962-1985) "focused on pollution 
from point sources such as industry and municipal wastewater" (ibid, p.195). This first period was 
considered successful. It resulted in a positive environmental image for Sweden and an increased public 
support for environmental policy (ibid, p.195). The second period (1985 - 1997) is described as "the 
period of major environmental bills”, where "the Ministry of Environment was created, and a number of 
comprehensive environmental laws enacted" (ibid, p.195). The third period (1999-2011) is characterised 
by the attempts to tackle large-scale and complex problems as encompassed by the national 
environmental goals and the development of the social and planetary boundaries (ibid, p.195). This era is 
largely characterised by integrating environmental considerations into other policy areas 
(Naturvårdsverket, 2005). Currently, Sweden’s environmental experts are actively participating in the 
efforts towards a better environment at national and international level. Environmental scientists from 
Sweden are “involved in developing, adopting, implementing and evaluating environmental policy” 
through contributing with data, knowledge and participation in the work and negotiations to achieve 
environmental conventions (Naturvårdsverket, 2017a; Naturvårdsverket, 2017b; Naturvårdsverket, 
2017c). To that end, the environmental policy in Sweden is continuously refined, and the country remains 
dedicated to contributing to appropriate environmental policy at multiple levels.  

2.3.3. Swedish environmental quality objectives 
Sweden is known for having high ambitions regarding environmental politics (Regeringskansliet, 2015; 
Emmelin & Cherp, 2016). The political leadership notes concern for environment issues and stresses that 
urgent need for societal transformation with the aim to become a modern and sustainable welfare state 
(Regeringskansliet, 2017a; Regeringskansliet, 2017c). The Government acknowledges that the 
environmental problems we face today are due to human actions, and that it is also us who must fix them 
in order to “safeguard opportunities for future generations” (Regeringskansliet, 2017a). Its ambition is to 
improve the environment for future generations as encompassed by the Environmental Quality Objectives 

                                                
5 Examples of conflict exist between: arms exports to developing countries' and democracy, sustainable business and human 
rights, bioenergy production and food security, migration and development, security and development, and sustainable 
consumption and production (O'Connor et al, 2016, p.16; OECD, 2016, p.44). 
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Strategy, consisting of (a) the generational goal, (b) milestones and (c) 16 environmental quality 
objectives, all organised within Naturvårdsverket, Sweden’s Environmental Protection Agency (Emmelin 
& Cherp, 2016).  

The generational goal is the "overall goal of environmental policy" (Regeringskansliet, 2015). It entails 
that Sweden will pass on to the next generation a society where "the major environmental problems have 
been solved” (Regeringskansliet, 2015; Naturvårdsverket, 2017e; Emmelin & Cherp, 2016, p.195). It 
particularly emphasises the intergenerational aspect of sustainability, since the policy explicitly envisions 
a better environment for future generations. The milestones are set in place to facilitate the work to 
achieve all environmental ambitions set for Sweden, including the generational goal and the 16 
environmental quality objectives (Naturvårdsverket, 2017d). The Swedish Parliament (Riksdagen) set 15 
targets in 1999, and added the 16th target, a rich diversity of plant and animal life, in 2001 
(Regeringskansliet, 2001). The environmental quality objectives, which are commonly referred to as 
"environmental goals” are more specific than the milestones and generational goal, and span across 
different aspects of environmental issues (Naturvårdsverket, 2017f). The environmental goals provide "a 
structure and tangible form for Sweden’s work with climate and the environment" (Regeringskansliet, 
2017b, p.5). 

 

 

Box 2: Sweden’s 16 Environmental Quality Objectives 

Environmental Quality Objectives 
1. Reduced Climate Impact 
2. Clean Air 
3. Natural Acidification Only 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment 
7. Zero Eutrophication 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment, Flourishing Coastal  
Areas and Archipelagos 
11. Thriving Wetlands 
12. Sustainable Forests 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape 
15. A Good Built Environment 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life  
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3. Theoretical framework and related literature

3.1. Policy and policy coherence 
The Cambridge Dictionary (2018a) defines policy as "a set of ideas or a plan of what to do in particular 
situations that have been agreed to officially by a group of people, a business organisation, a government, 
or a political party". In practice, policy is an approach to achieve intended action. Goals and targets are 
examples of subsets of policy that clarify and illustrate the intentions of policy, and therefore policies can 
be assessed through subsets of policy (May et al, 2006, p.382). In more concrete terms, a policy can be 
assessed through the goals set in order to pursue the policy. 

"The word ‘coherence’ comes from Latin (coharere) and originally means ‘sticking together’" (Siitonen, 
2016, p.2). Coherence is defined by the Cambridge Dictionary (2018b) as "the situation when the parts of 
something fit together in a natural or reasonable way". Policy coherence can be defined accordingly as 
policies that fit together (May et al, 2006). The concept of policy coherence refers to both an outcome 
(what is achieved) and a process (how it is achieved). 

Juxtaposing consistency to coherence clarifies the meaning of the term. In simplicity, “coherence is used 
interchangeably with consistency" (Carbone, 2008, p.323). However, it is worth emphasising that policy 
coherence "relates to the consistency with which policy intentions are signalled" rather than actual 
consistency (May et al, 2006, p.381). Thus, consistency is "a necessary but insufficient condition for 
achieving coherence” (Strambo et al, 2015, p.2).  

Policy coherence is "an attribute of policy that systematically reduces conflicts and promotes synergies 
between and within different policy areas to achieve the outcomes associated with jointly agreed policy 
objectives" (Nilsson et al, 2012, p.396). Policy coherence implies collective action towards mutual 
objectives and goals, as well as prevention of counteracting efforts towards different or opposing goals. It 
is therefore implied that policy coherence contributes to effectiveness of policies. 

Although policy coherence implies effectiveness of the policy, investigating policy coherence is not 
directly an evaluation of policy effectiveness (Nilsson et al, 2012). Investigating the policy coherence 
"refers to relationships between policies", rather than how effectively a policy (policies) is (are) at 
achieving its specific objective(s) (ibid, p.397). The effects of policy coherence are that the policy is more 
stable, effective, efficient, more long lasting and has a greater impact (Nilsson et al, 2012; OECD, 2016; 
O'Connor et al, 2016; May et al, 2006). However, the research intends to investigate the environmental 
policy coherence in order to support the effectiveness of how policies in a reasonable and joint manner 
address the global challenges as presented by the social and planetary boundaries by implementing 
Agenda 2030 on a national level. This effectiveness entails maximising impact for the long term in 
response to the urgency and interconnectedness of the global challenges. In a way, policy coherence is a 
tool that aims to achieve an effective response to the problems humanity faces today. 

Policy coherence can be achieved along multiple dimensions, such as between actors, sectors and scales. 
The dimensions of policy coherence are often divided into internal/external and horizontal/vertical 
(Nilsson et al, 2012; Carbone, 2008; Siitonen, 2016). The division between internal and external policy 
coherence determines if the coherence regards one or more policies, where internal policy coherence 
focuses on the coherence within a single policy domain, e.g. environment, and external policy coherence 
focuses on the relationship between two or more domains, for example environment and economy. The 
division of horizontal and vertical implies different levels of governance, for example horizontal 
coherence between environmental and economic policies and vertical coherence between national and 
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international policies. This study focuses on vertical external coherence between levels of governance  
(international and national) within the environmental field.  

Policy coherence is a relative term and can be achieved to differing degrees (May et al, 2006). 
Incoherence derives from the fragmentation of policy systems and the interplay of issues and interests 
(Carbone, 2008; Siitonen, 2016). Fragmented policy systems (silos) foster disjointed policymaking, and 
incoherent policies (May et al, 2006; Siitonen, 2016). A policy can be perceived as coherent from one 
perspective, but incoherent by another (Carbone, 2008; May et al, 2006). Therefore, "it is fundamental to 
identify the beholder’s perspective" and consider "interests and issues among different components of any 
given policy area" in order to make policies as coherent as possible (Carbone, 2008, p.326; May et al, 
2006, p.381). Complete policy coherence is unrealistic since incoherence to some extent is inevitable 
(Carbone, 2008). Therefore, "[t]he task for policy makers is to avoid unnecessary incoherence (Carbone, 
2008, p.326). 

Policy coherence is not a new concept but is becoming an increasingly important objective in governance 
and policy-making due to the growing interactions between economic, social and environmental field 
(Nilsson et al, 2012). Embracing policy coherence derives from the political opportunities it provides, "as 
it directly seeks out the possibility of synergies between policy domains which tends to remove or weaken 
interest conflicts" (Nilsson et al, 2012, p.413). Policy coherence is both a political and economic 
imperative; lack of policy coherence can risk undermining the political credibility and/or wasting scarce 
resources (Carbone, 2008). Consequently, policy coherence is increasingly noted as a appropriate tool to 
achieve a desired outcome, and a political goal to highlight such ambitions.  

3.2. Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development 
The OECD, The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, is an international 
organisation that works for promoting policies in order to improve economic and social well-being, or as 
their slogan phrases it: better policies for better lives. OECD is a “forum in which governments can work 
together to share experiences and seek solutions to common problems” (OECD, 2018b). One of these 
common problems regards the difficulty of achieving policy coherence.  

The OECD published the Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development (PCSD) framework in 2016, 
with the "aim[s] to support any government (...) interested in adapting its institutional mechanisms, 
processes and practices for policy coherence to implement the SDGs" (OECD, 2016, p.53). The main 
objectives of the PCSD framework are: (1) to foster synergies across economic, social, and environmental 
policy areas, (2) identify and address cross-sectoral policy trade-offs and synergies (for example within a 
nexus), (3) reconcile domestic policy objectives with internationally agreed objectives, (4) address cross-
border and international spillovers of domestic policies, and (5) align near-term policies with longer-term 
policy objectives (ibid). 

The PCSD framework emerged from the framework of policy coherence for development (PCD), as the 
international community shifted focus from 'development' to 'sustainable development' (OECD, 2016). 
The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD first introduced the PCD concept in 1991 
(Verschaeve et al, 2016). PCD can be defined as “the synergistic interaction between foreign aid and all 
other development-related policy areas” (O'Connor et al, 2016, p.4). The PCD framework was 
"reconfigured to respond effectively to the vision and needs of the 2030 Agenda", which constituted in 
the PCSD framework (OECD, 2016, p.20). The shift advances the policy coherence framework, from 
“avoiding incoherence” in PCD to “promoting coherence” in PCSD (ibid, p.19). The policy coherence 
framework is therefore "increasingly seen as a positive notion, that is, a tool for transformative 
development" (Verschaeve et al, 2016, p.50).  
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PCSD provides such framework, whereas it identifies "critical interactions among the 17 SDG[s]" 
(OECD, 2018a, p.2). Vertical policy coherence is required since "[a] transformative agenda involves 
aggregated actions at the local, national, regional and global levels" (OECD, 2016, p.20-21). PCSD meets 
this requirement as it provides a framework "for considering the effects of policies on future generations 
and on other countries'” (OECD, 2018a, p.2). The PCSD framework "is fundamental to inform decision-
making and manage potential trade-offs and tensions between policy objectives" and implementing the 
policies emerging from Agenda 2030 into a national context (OECD, 2016, p.53). To conclude, the PCSD 
framework is paramount for achieving policy coherence both horizontally and vertically. This study 
applies the PCSD framework to examine vertical policy coherence.  

The notions deriving from the PCSD framework are that policy coherence improves efficiency and 
impact, and elongates effects. The PCSD framework is meant to support the implementation of the SDGs 
and achieve the best possible results of Agenda 2030. It is therefore an important tool for the 
transformative development that Agenda 2030 aims to achieve. The PCSD framework narrows down to 
the tangible PCSD screening tool: An integrated checklist of key elements to be considered, which 
provides questions to determine the policy coherence (OECD, 2016, p. p.55-57). The screening tool 
consists of questions aimed at a country-specific level in order to foster policy coherence between 
national policies and the SDGs (OECD, 2016). 

The PCSD screening tool is simplified in order to fit this particular research. This is in order to maintain 
the focus of the study and make it feasible. Elements from the PCSD screening tool used in this research 
concerns policy inter-linkages, enabling conditions and transboundary and intergenerational impacts 
(OECD, 2016, p.55-57). Excluded elements focus on how actors implement policies, sources of finance, 
and administrative aspects (ibid). 

The PCSD framework has both advantages and shortcomings in terms of this study. A shortcoming could  
possibly be that Sweden is one of the 18 original members, which brings up the question of biasness. 
However, the organisation has a long history of peer-reviews and therefore considered relevant in regards 
to providing a framework for reviewing, in this case reviewing policy coherence. Having said that, the 
PCSD screening tool is a legitimate framework for this study for 2 additional reasons. First, the PCSD 
framework is recently created, finalised only a year after Agenda 2030 itself, and is therefore considered 
up to date. Second, the framework is created by an organisation that focus on policy since the emergence 
of development as a concept, and is therefore considered relevant. Most convincingly, no other 
frameworks more fit for this study have been found. 

3.3. Related literature 

3.3.1. Policy as means to reach sustainable development 
The international community increasingly addresses the global challenges by formulating policy. In a 
way, "[p]olicy now strives to 'scale up' as 'solutions'" for the global challenges (Stirling, 2016, p.268). 
However, this assumes that the policies, or solutions, are considered on multiple levels and dimensions. 
The UN addresses the global challenges through the sustainable development agenda. 

Besides being viewed as a 'solution', policies can be viewed as a tool to stimulate change in a sustainable 
direction. Rockström (2015) argues that it must be easy to contribute as a citizen to the common cause, 
and policies must therefore incentivise sustainable behaviour. Rockström (2015) emphasises the need for 
such incentive by noting that the majority of the population are aware of the global challenges, but fail to 
actively act (the so called “the silent majority”). An example of such incentive, Rockström (2015) points 
out, could be as simple as in making the ecological tomatoes cheaper than the regular ones. Another 
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concrete example is the Swedish Government's new policy that reduces the tax of repair, in order to 
stimulate repairs over replacements and unsustainable consumption (Regeringskansliet, 2016c, p.198). 
This implies that policy can steer the citizen’s contribution in favour of national and international 
interests, and the greater good.  

According to Stirling (2016, p.268) the global governance agenda around 'sustainable development' has 
risen "from hard-fought struggles by diverse social movements in various causes around peace, 
development, social justice and environment” and not from policies. The nature of policies aiming to 
enable sustainable development is increasingly evolving around science and technology (Stirling, 2016). 
Stirling (2016, p.269) criticises the scientist and technocratic forms of sustainability policies, what he at 
large calls "[s]ustainability governance”, since he implies that they are in danger of undermining the 
roots, aims and values of sustainability as a concept. Stirling (2016, p.269) therefore argues that the 
"potentialities of collective action are substituted by restrictive 'planetary boundaries' defining the control 
variables of the Earth'". Stirling (2016) believes that "diverse, emergent, distributed, ambiguous, 
disorderly and situated small-scale interventions" will result in a more effective transformation towards a 
sustainable society, rather than techno-centric centralised 'set-piece policy' of social control (ibid, p.279-
281). In short, Stirling (2016) criticises the social and planetary boundaries as a policy tool. 

The notion of planetary boundaries, which is determined through science, "is rapidly diffusing into a 
range of policy arenas" (Galaz et al, 2012b, p.1). Opposite to what Stirling believes, Galaz et al (2012a, 
p.3) argues that the social and planetary boundaries "could bring some coherence into a highly 
fragmented institutional landscape” and therefore serve as a tool for sustainable development policies and 
especially enforce policy coherence within sustainable development policies (Galaz et al, 2012a, p.3). 

3.3.2. Policy coherence and sustainable development 
The prevailing view is that policy is a useful tool to address, and hopefully solve, the global challenges of 
today. However, achieving coherent policies, that work well together and have large, stable, and long-
lasting impact, is challenging. Difficulties derive from, as previously mentioned, the increasing 
interaction between policy agendas and multi-level character of the policies. Therefore, the quest to 
achieve policy coherence is a part of the challenge to address the global challenges as it is itself a mean to 
achieve sustainable development.  

Policy coherence has consistently been present in the context of development “from ‘comprehensive 
planning’ in the 1960s to ‘integrated development’ in the 1970s, to ‘structural adjustment’ in the 1980s 
and ‘governance and democratisation’ in the 1990s" (Siitonen, 2015, p.7). Attention is brought to the 
"need for greater policy coherence" within the development discussion because of globalisation, 
interrelated development challenges and the ‘beyond development aid’ perspective (Verschaeve et al, 
2016; Siitonen, 2016). Globalisation entails "increasingly blurred distinction between different policy 
levels (for example, national, European, global)", thus emphasising policy level interaction, and the 
significance of policy coherence between levels (Verschaeve et al, 2016, p.54; Carbone, 2008). The 
interrelated nature of development challenges generated an increased number of involved development 
actors, which all could benefit from each other's policies coherently addressing the development 
challenges (Verschaeve et al, 2016). As the international community increasingly addressed the 
complexity of development issues, it was more and more accepted that development aid alone was 
inadequate, and it became clear that "better synergies between aid and non-aid policies needed to be 
explored" (Carbone, 2008, p.324; Verschaeve et al, 2016). In the past, prior to the post-2015 development 
agenda, development issues were seen in more simplistic terms, where the development agenda was 
applied to 'developing countries'’ only, enabled by 'development aid' and executed by 'development 
actors' (Verschaeve et al, 2016, p.54). Agenda 2030 acknowledges the complexity of sustainable 
development in an integrated agenda, which has implications for the need for policy coherence (OECD, 
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2016; Siitonen, 2016). Consequently, policy coherence emerged as a "central theme in the post-2015 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) agenda" and a "tool for transformative development" (Verschaeve 
et al, 2016, p.44; Siitonen, 2016, p.1).  

The demand for policy coherence is increasing, especially in regard to sustainable development and the 
implementation of Agenda 2030 (Verschaeve et al, 2016; Nilsson et al, 2012; OECD, 2016; Carbone, 
2008). Policy coherence will facilitate "work across policy domains, actors and governance levels" where 
it is critical to "capitalise on synergies among SDGs and targets, between different sectoral policies, and 
between diverse actions at the local, regional, national and international levels" (OECD, 2016, p.20-21). 
In order to achieve highest possible degree of policy coherence, it is desired internally, externally, 
horizontally and vertically simultaneously to the highest possible degree (May et al, 2006). Analysing the 
policy coherence proactively supports the quest to achieve stable and effective policies with large impacts 
and long-lasting effects. In response to the task of adopting the SDGs, “policy coherence has even greater 
salience than before" (O'Connor et al, 2016, p.22). Agenda 2030 therefore calls on the international 
community, and all countries' or states, to "pursue policy coherence and an enabling environment for 
sustainable development at all levels” (UNGA, 2015, p.28). Adopting Agenda 2030 commits the 
governments "to enhance policy coherence for sustainable development (PCSD)" (OECD, 2016, p.37). 

Policy coherence within the environmental field is inevitably increasing since it is a component of 
sustainable development. Achieving policy coherence within the environmental field is especially 
important for two main reasons. First, the environment is a being increasingly integrated into other policy 
areas due to growing concern for the environment (Siitonen, 2016). One of these areas is development 
policies, which results in development policies becoming an instrument of environmental policies and 
vice versa (ibid). Second, the global nature of environmental problems, where (in)actions by one country 
or state may result in (un)desirable effects in another country or state. Control of the environment lies 
beyond the national level, which makes it vital to address it on the global level. It is arguably simpler for 
all countries' and states to cohere with the international level instead of all national policies trying to 
become coherent alongside each other. Therefore, international organisations, such as the UN, provide the 
forum for discussion governing measure for these types of environmental issues (Ivanova, 2003). Agenda 
2030, as a product of the UN, addresses the environmental issues in an interconnected way on a global 
scale, is therefore important in order to achieve environmental policy coherence between international and 
national level. 

3.3.3. Relevant actors 
The actors who are meant to contribute to policy coherence within sustainable development inevitably 
conceptualise sustainable development according to their particular point of view. Actors are inclined to 
favour either the environmental, social or economic dimension of sustainability, which is likely to come 
at the cost of other dimensions. This bias approach to sustainable development undermines the concept 
itself. Weitz et al (2015) argues that the vagueness of sustainable development enables actors to "cherry-
pick" the parts of the concept that suit them. Nordbeck and Steurer (2016) elaborate to call this the "candy 
store dilemma", meaning that the lack of priorities gives the policymakers the opportunity to ignore the 
aspects that does not serve them, or delegating them to another (often weak) actor in uncoordinated ways. 
In the context of Agenda 2030, this entails approaching the agenda in a fragmented manner, cherry-
picking targets rather than achieving the intended holistic approach (Weitz et al, 2015). The concept of 
policy coherence attempts to aggregate the ambitions to implement Agenda 2030, in order to achieve the 
intended holistic approach on all levels.  

The government and the politicians are important actors regarding sustainable development. The 
government, as the governing body of society, hold the responsibility to address society’s problems 
deriving from unsustainability, argues Misse Wester, professor at the Royal Institute of Technology in 
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Stockholm (Branteström & Fredholm, 2015). According to Wester, the government, more specifically the 
politicians, have the power to establish change, and with power follows responsibility (ibid). Wester’s 
research shows that identifying values and attitudes amongst the population shows how people would like 
to act, rather how they can or in reality act (ibid). According to Wester, the issues must therefore be 
addressed by incentivising people to live in a way that reflects their values and attitudes. Politicians have 
the ability to do this, by creating policies that benefit present and future generations, and contribute to 
sustainable development. It can therefore be considered that the politicians provide the means (the 
policies) for achieving sustainable development. 

The political system is faced with the task of achieving sustainable development. However, the political 
system's capability to handle sustainability issues is considered uncertain (Rockström & Wijkman, 2014). 
Rhetoric is a reoccurring aspect relating to the uncertainty evolving around the political system's ability to 
handle sustainable development. Weitz et al (2015, p.10) points out that the ambiguous wording in the 
sustainable development agenda reflects good political intentions, but has "no clear end state against 
which to measure achievement". For example, the Agenda 2030’s end states are qualified with various 
qualitative terms, such as “safe”, “effective”, “sustainable” or “reliable”, and calls for an action such as 
“promote”, “enhance” or “strengthen” (Weitz et al, 2015, p.10). Nordbeck and Steurer (2016, p.743) 
explain that "[p]oliticians usually prefer vague targets because they are easier to formulate, provide 
greater flexibility in implementation, and leave more room for positive interpretation in case somebody 
wonders about their fate later on". Although there has been "genuinely progressive commitments to 
scientific and policy agendas around sustainability and development", Stirling (2016) argues that 
"political rhetoric[s] far exceed policy action". Stirling (2016, p.260-261) supports his argument by 
pointing out that yet to this day, "efforts and resources concentrate disproportionately around war". To 
conclude, the ambiguous wording of sustainable development agenda is considered to favour the political 
system and the politicians, and come at the cost of accountability to the progress of achieving sustainable 
development.  

The maturity of the political system is questioned in multiple ways. Besides the wording of the political 
efforts towards sustainable development, the ability of both the political system and the politicians’ are 
questioned. First, the structures of the national institutions are considered inapt to deal with international 
interests (Rockström and Wijkman, 2014). Rockström and Wijkman (2014) elucidate that this could be 
because national institutions were created in a different time where sovereign interests dominated over 
international interest. However, the need for greater "world sovereignty" has grown over time with the 
rise of sustainability issues (UD-GA, 2017). Second, the politicians' ability to adequately address the 
global issues is doubted because of the predominance of short-term perspectives (Branteström & 
Fredholm, 2015). Arguably, politicians fail to have the sufficient long-term perspective because of their 
ambition to be reelected and remain in power (Kuylenstierna & Wirtén, 2018). Unfortunately, a short-
term perspective fails to take into account vital components of sustainable development, such as the 
intergenerational aspect. WWF (2016) notes that the short-term perspective is reflected in many 
governments' policies yet to this day, and the politicians are the ones who can change this. Wester 
emphasises that politicians’ perspectives ought to span further that political mandate (Branteström and 
Fredholm, 2015). Ministers require courage to act upon the long-term perspective, which perhaps will not 
show results until the next generation (UD-GA, 2017). Agenda 2030 is a framework that can support a 
longer perspective, since it spans over the relatively long time span (far beyond political mandate) of 15 
years. It is therefore important that national policies are aligned with the policies emerging from Agenda 
2030, in order to achieve long-term sustainability. 

Although policy coherence is discussed with a positive tone, actors easily neglect the concept if it means 
headwind for them. Similar to the NIMBY phenomenon (not in my back yard), policy coherence seems to 
be universally endeavoured until it affects someone in an undesirable way. Thus, the problem of 



 

20 

achieving policy coherence is not to convince actors to value it, but rather to convince actors to strive for 
coherence to the highest possible extent despite possible trade-offs.  

To conclude, vertical coherence between international and national level within the environmental field is 
important in order to tackle the global challenges of today. The governments are important actors in 
providing policy, and especially policy coherence, as means to reach sustainable development. The 
following section presents a framework that aims to supports governments in achieving ‘better policies’ 
and more concretely policy coherence for sustainable development.  
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4. Methods

4.1. Research questions 
The purpose of this thesis is to examine the vertical policy coherence between the environmental aspect of 
the policies emerging from Agenda 2030 and Sweden's national environmental policies. The research 
seeks to answer the following three research questions through conducting a qualitative data analysis of 
the main policy documents from respective policy. 

- To what extent is there coherence between Sweden's environmental policies and the 
environmental policies emerging from Agenda 2030? 
- How can the coherence between the policies be improved? 
- Do what extent do the policies reflect the urgency, the interconnectedness and the global 
character of the challenges? 

4.2. Methodology: qualitative data analysis 
Official policy documents are compared and analysed using a qualitative data analysis in order to 
investigate whether there is, or to what extent there is, coherence between international policies and 
national policies. This investigation reflects the success in which the national Government has translated 
the policies emerging from Agenda 2030 into the national setting. This research looks into the case for 
Sweden, hence investigating whether Swedish national policies cohere with the policies emerging from 
Agenda 2030, with focus on the environmental aspect of sustainable development. 

Qualitative research methods are commonly used for reasoning and evaluation of complex problems, 
making it relevant for this research (Ritchie & Spencer, 2002). Although qualitative approaches often are 
applied in conjunction to quantitative methods it can also be applied entirely independently (ibid). Given 
the time and scope of this research, solely a qualitative method is applied.  

Material used to collect data for this research is completely text-based, which is often the case for 
qualitative research (ibid). In order to establish clear boundaries and make the research manageable, 
subsets of policies are used to represent respective policies. More specifically: the environmental SDGs as 
a subset of Agenda 2030 and the Sweden's environmental quality objectives as a subset of Swedish 
national environmental policies. Although the "the green dimension of Agenda 2030" has previously been 
mentioned in this thesis (in section 2.3.1, source: Regeringskansliet, 2017b, p.46), there are no specific 
SDGs that are "environmental". This is because of the interconnected nature of the Agenda 2030, 
sustainable development as a concept, and the global challenges themselves. However, this delimitation is 
made in order to maintain the research's focus and manageability (further discussed in section 4.4). 

This research of policy coherence focuses on the outputs of policies, more explicitly the goals emerging 
from the policies, rather that what effects they have. The content of the subpolicies are qualitatively 
analysed considering the critical aspects to the environment in regards to sustainable development as 
defined by the social and planetary boundaries (as described in section 2.1). The analysis of the policy 
coherence between the environmental SDGs and Sweden's environmental quality objectives is carried out 
through a qualitative reading of the subpolicies official documents.  
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4.3. Operationalisation and material 
This study examines the vertical policy (in)coherence in two ways. First, comparing the subsets of 
policies by qualitatively reading the policies official documents. Second, applying the PCSD framework 
to Sweden’s national environmental quality objectives. These two approaches are chosen for this study 
since they compliment each other, and provide the means to answer the research questions. 

The official policy documents are: (1) the Agenda 2030 document (A/RES/70/1) Transforming our 
world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, and (2) the Swedish Governmental bill 
(1000/01:130) regarding the national environmental quality objectives and Swedish Governmental bill 
(2004/05:150) for the 16th objective, A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life, that was added later on 
(Regeringskansliet, 2004). The documents are assumed to be valid and reliable as it derives from official 
publications from either the Swedish Government or the UN. 

I have chosen to systemise my research in two tables in order to achieve clarity. Table 1 and 2 in the 
results chapter presents summary of my results. Table 1 summarises the results from comparing the 
policies, and table 2 summarises the results from applying the PCSD screening tool to Sweden’s national 
environmental quality objectives. Table 3 and 4 are more extensive and go into further detail than table 1 
and 2, and can be found in the annex chapter. Table 3 correlate to table 1 (comparing policies), and table 
4 correlate to table 2 (PCSD screening tool).  

Comparing the policies 

The comparison of the policies was carried out through critically reading the official documents of 
respective subpolicy. It involved searching for how respective policy, the environmental SDGs and the 
Sweden’s environmental quality objectives, address the urgency, interconnectedness and global character 
that humanity faces today, and noting the policies (in)coherence, as well as critically pointing out how the 
policies could be more coherent. The documents were examined with the following questions in mind: 

• Do the policies address the global character of the challenges? 
• Do the policies address the interconnectedness of the global challenges? 
• Do the policies address the urgency of the global challenges? 
• What comments do you have on the policies (in)coherence? 
• How could the policies be more coherent? 

 
Applying the PCSD framework to the national environmental quality objectives 

The PCSD screening tool is used in order to examine the extent of vertical coherence between 
international and national policies for the context of Sweden focusing on the environment. The PCSD 
framework is made with the intention to guide national implementation of the SDGs, and is therefore 
considered fit for this purpose. To clarify: the PCSD screening tool supports the task of investigating 
whether Sweden's environmental policies (national level) cohere with the environmental policies 
emerging from Agenda 2030 (international level). 

As previously mentioned, the PCSD screening tool is simplified in order to fit this particular research. 
The national environmental quality targets were examines with the following questions in mind: 

• Have economic, social and environmental policy inter-linkages (synergies and trade-offs) been 
considered? 
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• Are the quality targets part of an issues-oriented agenda rather than a sectoral perspective? 
• Have the existence of enabling environments which affect positively the quality target been 

considered? Or is the achievement of this goal contributing to an enabling environment for other 
quality targets? 

• Have contextual factors (for example knowledge) which might influence the quality targets been 
identified? 

• Does the quality target produce effects, positive or negative, that could affect the well-being of 
people living in other countries'? 

• Have the potential direct or indirect long-term effects on well-being of future generations been 
identified? 

• Are the economic, social and environmental costs or savings related to the policy decisions 
considered? 

• Does the national environmental quality target have plans for implementation on the domestic 
and international level? 

4.4. Delimitations 
Delimitations of this study derive from the time and resources dedicated to this research. The time scope 
for this study is a semester of full time studies, equivalent to 30 ECTS, which constraints the research. 
Resources are limited to free and accessible resources, which could potentially constrain the research. The 
main identified delimitations are described below.  

Sustainable Development Goals 
The environmental dimension of the SDGs is not clearly distinguished, as the goals are interconnected 
amongst each other and with all three dimensions of sustainability. However, to achieve an environmental 
focus of this research, only the SDGs that clearly correlate to the environment are analysed. The 
delineation resulted in a focus on the following SDGs: 

SDG 6 Clean water and sanitation 
SDG 7 Affordable and Clean Energy 
SDG 9 Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure 
SDG 11 Sustainable Cities and Communities 
SDG 12 Responsible Consumption and Production 
SDG 13 Climate Action 
SDG 14 Life Below Water 
SDG 15 Life on Land 

Timing of the study 
The timing of the study can be considered to be a delimitation regarding two aspects. First, the SDGs are 
set for 2015 to 2030, and this research will take place in 2018 when a fifth of the time span has passed. 
The research assumes that since 2016 (when Agenda 2030 technically came into effect) there has been 
adequate time to translate the international policy into national policy. Second, the Swedish national 
environmental quality objectives were created before the SDGs and span to 2020. Despite this 
discrepancy, the environmental quality objectives are still current. It is therefore considered possible, and 
still significant, to investigate the policy coherence. Both of these aspects delimits the research. 

Actors 
Agenda 2030 is to be implemented universally, by everyone, everywhere. This research does not take 
into consideration the efforts of non-governmental actors directly, which is a weakness of the 
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research. Sustainability is known for "emancipatory collective action", rather than actions based on 
top-down policy frameworks (Stirling, 2016, p.268). However, investigating the policy coherence 
amongst every possible actor is impossible, and therefore this research focuses on governmental 
policy coherence. It can be assumed that other actors follow the national policies emerging from 
governments attempt to implement Agenda 2030, and therefore actors efforts towards implementation 
of the SDGs are considered indirectly.  
 
Data 
 
Data used in this thesis derives from comparing goals that seem to include the same content, for example 
SDG 11 Sustainable Cities and Communities and national environmental quality objective 15 A Good 
Built Environment. The goals are compared as shown in figure 3. Choosing what goals are compared 
could potentially be a delimitation. This is because it is unlikely that the goals correspond with each other 
in a clear way, since this thesis uses 8 SDGs and comparing them to 16 national environmental quality 
objectives. Also, the policy agendas use around the same number of goals but the national environmental 
quality objectives, 16 goals, focus on the environment and the SDGs, 17 goals, are about economic, social 
and environment in an interconnected way. This is a delimitation since there potentially are more and 
better comparisons to be made. Comparing more goals or comparing all of the goals in respective policy 
agenda could provide more data and constitute for a better basis for this research. 

 

 

Fig.3. An outline of what goals are compared. 
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5. Results
The data showed in the following two tables compile the most relevant results collected from the 
three main documents (Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 
A/RES/70/1 and the Swedish Governmental bills for the national environmental quality objectives 
1000/01:130 and 2004/05:150). The complete set of results can be found in the annex in table 3 and 4. 

This section summarises data in two tables showing (1) the results of the comparison between the 
environmental policies emerging from Agenda 2030 and the Swedish national environmental quality 
objectives, and (2) the results of the main elements extracted from the PCSD screening tool applied to 
the Swedish national environmental quality objectives. The tables are concretised, and full versions 
can be found in annex. In a way, the tables present the findings in a disaggregated manner.  

Table 1. Summary of assessing the coherence between the environmental policies emerging from Agenda 
2030 (SDG) and the Swedish national environmental quality objectives (EQO)6. 

SDG EQO

Do	the	
policies	

address	the	
urgency	of	
the	global	
challenges?

Do	the	
policies	

address	the	
global	

character	
of	the	

challenges?

Do	the	
policies	

address	the	
interconne
ctedness	of	
the	global	
challenges?

Comments	on	the	(in)coherence How	can	the	coherence	be	
improved?

6 9

SDG	6	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
EQO	9	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.

SDG	6	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	9	
doesn’t	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal.	

SDG	6	
implies	
connection	
to	other	
global	
challenges.	
EQO	9	
addresses	
the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goal. 

The	urgency	isn’t	emphasised	in	
either	policy,	but	reflected	more	in	
SDG	6	than	EQO	9.	Water	scarcity	is	
addressed	in	SDG	6	but	barely	
mentioned	in	EQO	9.	Both	policies	
discuss	the	issue	of	water	in	terms	of	
avoiding	contamination,	but	EQO	9	in	
a	broader	perspective.	The	global	
character	of	the	issue	is	lacking	in	
EQO	9,	contributing	to	the	policies	
incoherence.	

It	can	be	clarified	in	EQO	9	that	
although	water-scarcity	is	an	
urgent	problem	in	other	parts	of	
the	world,	it	is	not	a	priority	for	
Sweden.	SDG	6	connecting	the	
contamination	of	ground-water	
through	agriculture	(pesticides	
and	nutrition)	would	make	the	
policies	more	coherent.	

7 6

SDG	7	and	
EQO	6	both	
imply	
urgency.

SDG	7	and	
EQO	6	both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal.	

EQO	6	
addresses	
the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goal.	
SDG	7	
implies	
connection	
to	other	
global	
challenges. 

Both	policies	address	the	urgency	
vaguely	and	addresses	the	topic	to	be	
of	global	character.	Incoherence	
between	the	policies	derives	from	
internally	conflicting	interests;	
energy	with	low	emissions	(SDG	7)	
and	to	reduce	nuclear	waste	(EQO	6).	
Both	policies	refer	to	the	energy	
sector,	and	both	policies	strive	to	
achieve	a	higher	degree	of	energy-
efficiency.

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	addressing	how	the	
respective	policies	address	the	
conflict	between	clean	energy	
and	nuclear	energy.	

6 More detailed results can be found in table 3 in the annex. 
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7 8 

SDG	7	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
EQO	8	
doesn’t	
address	the	
urgency. 

SDG	7	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	8	
doesn’t	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal.	 

SDG	7	
implies	
connection	
to	other	
global	
challenges.	
EQO	8	
addresses	
the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	7	addresses	the	global	character	
and	EQO	8	does	not.	EQO	8	more	
thoroughly	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	of	the	goal	to	
other	global	challenges	and	goals.	
The	urgency	is	either	implied	vaguely	
or	not	at	all.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	addressing	how	the	
respective	policies	address	the	
conflict	between	clean	energy	
and	the	fragmentation	of	
habitats	which	consequently	
impact	biodiversity.	Coherence	
would	be	improved	if	SDG	7	
addressed	the	goal	in	a	broader	
perspective	in	order	to	identify	
more	connections	to	other	
goals. 

9 4 

EQO	4	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
SDG	9	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	 

SDG	9	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	4	
implies	the	
goal	to	be	
of	global	
character. 

SDG	9	and	
EQO	4	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

Both	policies	focus	on	retrofitting	
industries	in	order	to	make	them	
sustainable,	but	SDG	9	places	a	larger	
focus	on	establishing	new	and	
sustainable	industries.	Both	policies	
strive	to	obtain	new	knowledge,	
however	SDG	9	emphasises	
technology	and	innovation	more	
than	EQO	4.	How	the	goals	address	
urgency	and	the	global	character	of	
the	goals	is	slightly	inconsistent.	 

Coherence	could	also	be	
improved	by	SDG	9	relating	the	
goal	to	health-issues.	 

9 5 

SDG	9	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	
EQO	5	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent. 

SDG	9	and	
EQO	5	both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal.	 

SDG	9	and	
EQO	5	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	coherence	between	the	policies	
isn’t	clear.	EQO	5	notes	that	the	
ozone	depleting	substances	derive	
from	aviation,	whilst	SDG	9	aims	to	
provide	“resilient	infrastructure”	
(aviation	could	here	be	interpreted	
as	an	element	of	infrastructure).	EQO	
5	notes	that	alternatives	to	ozone	
depleting	substances	ought	to	be	
found,	whilst	SDG	9	aims	to	stimulate	
innovation.	How	the	goals	address	
urgency	and	the	global	character	of	
the	goals	is	incoherent. 

The	coherence	could	be	
improved	by	clarifying	that	
innovation	should	be	used	to	
find	more	sustainable	
substances	and	transportation,	
and	by	noting	which	sources	of	
ozone	depleting	substances	
ought	to	be	restricted.	 

9 8 

Neither	
SDG	9	nor	
EQO	8	
address	
urgency. 

SDG	9	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	8	
doesn’t	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal.	 

SDG	9	and	
EQO	8	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

Both	goals	address	
interconnectedness	with	slightly	
different	focus.	SDG	9	mentions	that	
the	goal	contributes	to	“human	well-
being”	and	EQO	8	mentions	how	the	
goal	contributes	to	better	health.	The	
goals	doesn’t	address	the	urgency	in	
a	coherent	way.	 

Consistency	could	be	improved	
in	regards	to	how	the	goals	
refer	to	the	global	character	of	
the	goal.	 

11 15 

SDG	11	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
EQO	15	
doesn’t	
address	the	
urgency	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	11	and	
EQO	15	
both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	11	and	
EQO	15	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

How	the	goals	address	urgency	and	
the	global	character.	Both	of	the	
goals	address	the	interconnectedness	
of	the	goal,	mentioning	both	the	
same	and	different	connections.	
Recycling/waste	management	and	
transportation	is	similar,	whilst	
energy,	housing	and	disaster	risk	
reduction	contributes	to	the	goals	
incoherence.	 

The	goals	could	be	more	
coherent	by	relating	the	goal	to	
the	global	challenges	such	as	
the	importance	of	
infrastructure,	biodiversity	and	
energy. 
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12 13 

SDG	12	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	
EQO	13	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent. 

SDG	12	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	13	
implies	the	
goal	to	be	
of	global	
character. 

SDG	12	and	
EQO	13	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

SDG	12	clearly	addresses	the	global	
character	of	the	goal,	whereas	EQO	
13	suggests	the	topic	to	be	of	
significance	to	a	larger	(beyond	
national)	scale.	Both	goals	discusses	
food	security,	pollution	and	tourism.	
SDG	14	doesn’t	relate	to	health	as	
EQO	13	does.	EQO	13	doesn’t	
mention	job-creation	in	such	an	
explicit	manner	as	SDG	12,	however	
it	does	mention	its	contribution	to	
rural	development.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	in	a	clearer	way	relating	
agriculture	to	health	and	other	
global	challenges.	 

12 5 

EQO	5	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
SDG	12	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	 

SDG	12	and	
EQO	5	both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

EQO	5	and	
SDG	12	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

Both	policies	addresses	the	problem	
in	relation	to	food	(EQO	5	to	
agriculture	and	fisheries	and	SDG	12	
to	food	security).	Both	policies	
address	the	global	character	of	the	
goals. 

SDG	12	and	EQO	5	could	both	
obtain	a	broader	perspective,	
mentioning	other	sectors,	which	
could	make	the	policies	more	
coherent.	Urgency	could	be	
addressed	in	a	clearer	and	more	
consistent	way. 

12 4 

EQO	4	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
SDG	12	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	 

SDG	12	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	4	
implies	the	
goal	to	be	
of	global	
character. 

EQO	4	and	
SDG	12	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

SDG	12	and	EQO	4	both	discuss	
chemical	pollution	in	the	
environment,	taxation	as	a	
governance	tool	and	its	impacts	on	
human	health.	SDG	12	aims	to	
manage	the	chemicals	whilst	EQO	4	
focuses	on	treating	toxic	
environments. 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	both	policies	both	addressing	
the	sources	and	consequences	
of	contamination. 

13 1 

SDG	13	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	1	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent. 

SDG	13	and	
EQO1	both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	13	and	
EQO	1	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	goals	similarly	refer	to	the	
UNFCCC	as	the	primary	international	
forum	for	actions	towards	the	
climate.	The	need	to	increase	
awareness	is	addressed	more	in	SDG	
13,	whereas	synergies	are	in	a	clearer	
way	addressed	in	EQO	1. 

The	consistency	could	be	
improved	by	clarifying	the	
urgency	of	the	goal.	The	policies	
would	be	more	coherent	if	
climate	was	described	in	
relation	to	other	issues	in	
greater	detail	and	if	the	role	of	
synergies	as	an	approach	to	
combat	climate	issues	efficiently	
would	be	addressed	in	more	
detail.	 

13 2 

SDG	13	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	2	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent. 

SDG	13	and	
EQO	2	both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	13	and	
EQO	2	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

Both	policies	address	the	
interconnectedness	of	emissions	to	
other	global	challenges,	but	
incoherently,	since	they	focus	on	
different	connections.	Both	SDG	13	
and	EQO	2	mentions	the	need	for	
greater	awareness	and	knowledge.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	addressing	the	consequences	
on	emissions	with	a	broader	
perspective.	Coherence	could	
be	improved	if	SDG	13	more	
explicitly	aimed	to	reduce	
emissions,	rather	than	aiming	
for	“impact	reduction”	as	
currently	stated.	 
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14 3 

SDG	14	and	
EQO	3	both	
imply	
urgency. 

SDG	14	and	
EQO	3	both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	14	
EQO	3	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	policies	coherently	connect	the	
problems	of	acidification	to	pollution	
from	agriculture,	however	SDG	14	
focuses	on	fishing	and	marine	
ecosystem’s	resilience	whilst	EQO	3	
focuses	on	emissions	from	both	land	
and	marine	activities.	Both	SDG	14	
and	EQO	3	acknowledge	the	need	for	
international	cooperation,	but	EQO	3	
goes	into	further	detail	to	describe	
why	the	goal	is	of	global	character.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	if	
SDG	14	also	relating	the	goal	to	
health	aspects,	its	relation	to	
emissions,	the	built	
environment	and	it’s	long	term	
perspective.	The	degree	of	
urgency	can	be	clarified	in	both	
policies	in	order	to	achieve	
greater	consistency.	 

14 7 

SDG	14	and	
EQO	7	both	
imply	
urgency. 

SDG	14	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	7	
implies	the	
goal	to	be	
of	global	
character. 

SDG	14	and	
EQO	7	both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	policies	are	inconsistent	in	terms	
of	scale,	whereas	SDG	14	addresses	
the	problem	on	a	global	scale,	and	
EQO	7	more	on	a	national	and	
regional	scale.	Both	policies	vaguely	
refers	to	the	urgency	of	the	problem.	
Both	policies	refer	to	sanitation,	the	
connection	between	nutrient	
pollution	in	agriculture	with	
acidification	and	its	general	negative	
effect	on	the	environment.	 

The	scale	of	which	the	policies	
discuss	the	issue	can	be	
clarified.	Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	SDG	14	elaborating	
on	how	the	goal	connects	to	
other	topics,	such	as	health	and	
tourism. 

14 10 

SDG	14	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent.	
EQO	10	
addresses	
urgency.	 

SDG	14	and	
EQO	10	
both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	14	
addresses	
the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	10	
implies	
connection	
to	other	
global	
challenges. 

Both	policies	relate	to	the	problem	of	
the	marine	environment	to	the	
international	scale	and	indirectly	
addressing	urgency.	Both	policies	
address	marine	pollution,	
overfishing,	biodiversity	and	
threatened	species,	acidification	and	
resilience.	EQO	10	addresses	how	the	
goal	connects	to	trade,	shipping	and	
navy’s	impact	on	the	marine	
environment,	which	SDG	14	does	
not. 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	SDG	14	including	a	further	
description	of	the	sources	of	
pollution. 

15 11 

SDG	15	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	11	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	11	
both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	11	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	goals	address	the	urgency	
inconsistently.	Both	of	the	goals	
notes	how	respective	goal	is	of	
importance	for	wellbeing,	
biodiversity	and	resilience,	and	
relevant	for	the	global	level.	 

The	goals	could	be	more	
coherent	if	EQO	11	more	
explicitly	described	how	the	
goal	addresses	the	global	
challenges.	 

15 12 

SDG	15	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	12	
doesn’t	
address	
urgency.	 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	12	
both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	12	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	goals	address	the	urgency	
inconsistently.	Both	goals	address	the	
goal	character	of	the	goal,	SDG	15	
focusing	on	agreements	and	EQO	12	
by	referring	its	contribution	to	the	
global	common	goods.	EQO	12	
connects	the	goal	to	more	detailed	
sectors,	whilst	SDG	15	more	clearly	
connects	the	goal	to	livelihood.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	more	similarly	addressing	the	
urgency	of	the	problem	and	
how	the	goal	relates	to	the	
global	sphere. 
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15 14 

SDG	15	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	14	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent. 

SDG	15	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	14	
doesn’t	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	14	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	goals	address	the	urgency	and	
the	global	character	inconsistently.	
Interconnectedness	is	mentioned	
more	generally	in	SDG	15	and	in	
more	detail	in	EQO	14.	SDG	15	
doesn’t	acknowledge	indigenous	
populations,	and	EQO	14	does. 

Coherence	would	be	improved	
if	SDG	15	acknowledges	
indigenous	populations.	
Coherence	would	be	improved	
if	EQO	14	clarified	how	the	goal	
addresses	the	global	challenges. 

15 16 

SDG	15	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	16	
implies	that	
the	goal	is	
urgent. 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	16	
both	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

SDG	15	and	
EQO	16	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	urgency	is	either	addressed	(SDG	
15)	or	implied	(EQO	16).	The	global	
character	is	coherent	amongst	the	
goals,	where	both	goals	refer	to	
international	agreements.	Both	goals	
address	the	interconnectedness	of	
biodiversity,	SDG	15	in	a	more	
general	way	and	EQO	16	stating	
various	examples.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	if	
the	way	in	which	SDG	15	is	
interconnected	with	other	
global	challenges	was	clarified.	 

15 8 

SDG	15	
addresses	
urgency.	
EQO	8	
doesn’t	
address	the	
urgency. 

SDG	15	
addresses	
the	global	
character	of	
the	goal.	
EQO	8	
doesn’t	
address	the	
global	
character	of	
the	goal. 

EQO	8	and	
SDG	15	
both	
address	the	
interconnec
tedness	of	
the	goals. 

The	goals	address	the	urgency	and	
global	character	inconsistently.	The	
interconnected	character	of	the	goals	
are	mentioned,	however	with	a	
different	focus,	mainly	biodiversity	as	
a	mutual	topic.	 

Coherence	could	be	improved	
by	more	similarly	addressing	the	
urgency	of	the	problem	and	
how	the	goal	relates	to	the	
global.	The	coherence	could	be	
improved	by	SDG	15	including	
the	topic	of	energy	and	health	
and	for	EQO	8	to	include	the	
topic	of	poverty.	 

 

Table 2. Summary results of reviewing the Swedish national environmental quality objectives using the 
PCSD screening tool7. 

Swedish environmental quality objectives Comments 
Have economic, social and environmental policy inter-linkages (synergies and trade-offs) been considered? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Partly 
2. Clean Air Partly 
3. Natural Acidification Only Yes 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment Partly 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment Partly 
7. Zero Eutrophication Yes 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Yes 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater Partly 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment Partly 
11. Thriving Wetlands Partly 

                                                
7 More detailed results can be found in table 4 in the annex. 
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12. Sustainable Forests Yes 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Yes 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes 
15. A Good Built Environment Yes 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life Yes 
Are the quality targets part of an issues-oriented agenda rather than a sectoral perspective? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact A little bit of both. 
2. Clean Air The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
3. Natural Acidification Only The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
7. Zero Eutrophication The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment A little bit of both. 
11. Thriving Wetlands A little bit of both. 
12. Sustainable Forests A little bit of both. 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape A little bit of both. 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape A little bit of both. 
15. A Good Built Environment The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life A little bit of both. 
Have the existence of enabling environments which affect positively the quality target been considered? Or is 
the achievement of this goal contributing to an enabling environment for other quality targets? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 

environment for other quality targets.  
2. Clean Air The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 

environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

3. Natural Acidification Only The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

4. A Non-Toxic Environment The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

5. A Protective Ozone Layer The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

6. A Safe Radiation Environment The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

7. Zero Eutrophication The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

9. Good-Quality Groundwater The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 
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10. A Balanced Marine Environment The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

11. Thriving Wetlands The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

12. Sustainable Forests The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets.  

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

15. A Good Built Environment The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life The goal is considered to contribute to an enabling 
environment for other quality targets, and being positively 
affected by other enabling environments. 

Have contextual factors (for example knowledge) which might influence the quality targets been identified? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact No 
2. Clean Air Yes 
3. Natural Acidification Only Yes 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment Yes 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment Yes 
7. Zero Eutrophication Partly 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Yes 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater Partly 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment Yes 
11. Thriving Wetlands Yes 
12. Sustainable Forests Yes 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Yes 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes 
15. A Good Built Environment Yes 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life Yes 
Does the quality target produce effects, positive or negative, that could affect the well-being of people living 
in other countries'? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Implied 
2. Clean Air Implied 
3. Natural Acidification Only Yes 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment Implied 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment Yes 
7. Zero Eutrophication Yes 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams No 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater Implied 
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10. A Balanced Marine Environment Yes 
11. Thriving Wetlands Implied 
12. Sustainable Forests Implied 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Implied 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes 
15. A Good Built Environment Yes 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life Yes 
Have the potential direct or indirect long-term effects on well-being of future generations been identified? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Yes 
2. Clean Air Yes 
3. Natural Acidification Only Yes 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment Yes 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment Yes 
7. Zero Eutrophication Partly 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Partly 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater Yes 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment Yes 
11. Thriving Wetlands Yes 
12. Sustainable Forests Yes 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Partly 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Partly 
15. A Good Built Environment Partly 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life Yes 
Are the economic, social and environmental costs or savings related to the policy decisions considered? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Briefly 
2. Clean Air Yes 
3. Natural Acidification Only Yes 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment Yes 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes 
6. A Safe Radiation Environment Partly 
7. Zero Eutrophication Yes 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Yes 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater Yes 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment Partly 
11. Thriving Wetlands Yes 
12. Sustainable Forests Yes 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Partly 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes 
15. A Good Built Environment Partly 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life Yes 
Does the national environmental quality target have plans for implementation on the domestic and 
international level? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Both, but mainly international 
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2. Clean Air Both 
3. Natural Acidification Only Both 
4. A Non-Toxic Environment Domestic 
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Both, but mainly international  
6. A Safe Radiation Environment Both 
7. Zero Eutrophication Both, but mainly domestic 
8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Both, but mainly domestic 
9. Good-Quality Groundwater Domestic 
10. A Balanced Marine Environment Both, but mainly international  
11. Thriving Wetlands Both, but mainly domestic 
12. Sustainable Forests Domestic 
13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Both, but mainly domestic 
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Both, but mainly domestic 
15. A Good Built Environment Both 
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life Both, but mainly international 

 

Findings regarding the extent to which the policies reflect the urgency, interconnectedness and global 
character of the challenges, are that: 

-The Swedish national environmental quality objectives address the interconnectedness of the 
goals in more concrete terms than the SDGs. 
-The SDGs address the global character of the goal more often and in more concrete terms 
than the Swedish national environmental targets. 
-Both the SDGs and the Swedish national environmental quality objectives seldom clearly 
and directly address the urgency of the goal, but rather the significance of the goal. 
 

Findings regarding the (in)coherence and improvement areas amongst the policies show that: 
- The policies are at large quite coherent. 
- The SDGs are more vague than the Swedish national environmental objectives. 
- Internal conflicts are consistent.  
- The SDGs elaborating on how the goals are interconnected. 
- The SDGs concretising the source of a problem and the causal consequences. 
- The Swedish national environmental quality objectives elaborating on how the country 

affects and is affected by the national-global interplay regarding the global challenges.  
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6. Discussion
This section analyses the findings of the research presented in results, referring to the main elements of 
table 1 and 2. The discussion evolves around the (in)coherence between the environmental SDGs and 
Sweden’s environmental quality objectives, how the coherence could be improved, and how the policies 
reflect the urgency, the interconnectedness and the global character of the challenges that humanity faces 
today.  

The Swedish national environmental objectives are generally quite coherent with the environmental 
policies emerging from Agenda 2030. At large, the goals from both policy agendas address the urgency, 
interconnectedness and global character of the challenges. However, when looking into each national 
environmental quality objective using the PCSD screening tool and comparing goals directly against each 
other, it is noticed that the extent to which the goals address these factors vary amongst the goals and 
policy levels. The following section discusses the findings in further detail.  

Global character 

The SDGs seldom explicitly address the global character of the goal, which makes sense because Agenda 
2030 encompasses a universal agenda applicable for all, which indicates the global character of the 
agenda. The global character of the agenda is even clearly stated in the title (Transforming our world: the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development). This global character of the agenda is further noticed by how 
the SDGs are phrased, using words such as “universal”, “globally”, “holistic” and “everywhere”, and 
phrases such as “at all levels”, “for all”, “with all countries' taking action”, and “expand/enhance 
international cooperation”. It is fair to say that the SDGs clearly address the global character to the 
problems of today. 

The national environmental quality objectives, on the other hand, are more inclined to address the goals in 
a national context, which is understandable since it is national environmental quality objectives. Even 
though the goals are often set in a national perspective, it is often noted or implied that the goal is of 
importance for the global environment, and thus addressing the global character of the environmental 
problems. This is mostly done by referring to the global character of the issues that the national 
environmental quality objectives are aimed towards dealing with, for example by connecting the objective 
to the global common goods (e.g. air and water), cross-border pollution (e.g. toxic waste) and how they 
relate to the social and planetary boundaries (which are defined at the global level). The SDGs also 
address these aspects, making the policies both consistent and coherent.  

The global character is often implied by the SDGs and the national environmental quality objectives by 
aiming the goals towards the global common goods, especially air and water. Pollution into the air and 
water are reoccurring examples in both policy agendas. A salient example is that of emissions which 
contribute acidification, as described in the 3rd objective Natural Acidification Only and SDG 14 Life 
Below Water (target 14.3) which calls to “minimise and address the impacts of ocean acidification, 
including through enhanced scientific cooperation at all levels”. 

The global common goods are also discussed in terms of tragedy of the commons. A concrete example of 
this, which is consistent between the policy agendas, is the concern of tragedy of the commons occurring 
on a large scale in the context of overfishing. Both SDG 14 and national environmental quality objective 
10 address overfishing coherently. SDG 14 Life Below Water aims to “effectively regulate harvesting and 
end overfishing, illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing and destructive fishing practices” whereas 
national environmental quality target 10 A Balanced Marine Environment notes that the marine 
environment is exposed to increased loads due to various human activities, for example trawling, and that 
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focus should lie on guaranteeing future stock of fish and good profitability for the long term for large and 
especially small scale fishermen. A Balanced Marine Environment goes into further detail noting that 
overfishing is causing the fish stock to be generally younger with lower genetic diversity and therefore 
notes that the precautionary principle needs to be respected more within the context of fishing. Apparent 
trends reflect that tragedy of the commons is becoming a reality in regards to fishing, such as catches 
showing a larger proportion of younger fish which have not had the chance to reproduce and thus 
reinforcing the rejuvenating fish stock. This is explicitly noted to occur in the Baltic Sea in Sweden’s 
national environmental quality objectives. As the tragedy of the commons logic would go “If I do not 
catch that young fish someone else will, so why should not I?”. 

Both policy agendas address cross-border contaminants. The SDGs note that pollution ought to reduce 
significantly globally, whereas the national environmental quality objectives go into further detail 
describing how Sweden’s environment is dependent on action in other countries' and vice versa. For 
example mentioning that objective 6. A Safe Radiation Environment acknowledges that radioactive waste 
can spread far, as experienced by the Chernobyl accident in 1986. The SDGs touch upon this in a more 
vague manner by noting in SDG 6 Clean Water and Sanitation (target 6.3) that the goal aims to minimise 
the “release of hazardous chemicals and materials (…) globally”. 

The social and planetary boundaries are relevant to have in mind when looking into how the goals address 
the global character of the issues that humanity faces today, as they are stated on the global level and 
define the safe and just space for humanity. Multiple aspects, which encompass life “within the 
doughnut”, are expressed in the SDGs and the national environmental quality objectives. The SDGs and 
national environmental quality objectives clearly relate to all of the planetary boundaries; climate change 
(SDG 13 and EQO 1), ocean acidification (SDG 14 and EQO 3), chemical pollution (SDG 12 and EQO 
4), nitrogen and phosphorous loading (SDG 14 and EQO 7), freshwater withdrawals (SDG 6 and EQO 9), 
land conversion (SDG 15 and EQO 14), biodiversity loss (SDG 15 and EQO 16), air pollution (SDG 7 
and EQO 2), and ozone layer depletion (SDG 12 and EQO 5). The SDGs and national environmental 
quality objectives also relate to the social boundaries, for example SDG 7 (target 7.1) which aims to 
“ensure universal access to affordable, reliable and modern energy services” which clearly relates to the 
social boundaries water and energy. These correlations implies coherence not only between the policy 
agendas but also with the social and planetary boundaries. 

The coherence between the policy agendas and the social and planetary boundaries confirms, as pointed 
Galaz et al (2012a) in section 3.3.1, that the social and planetary boundaries can serve as a tool to 
establish coherence in various policy agendas. The boundaries are set for the global level, but can guide 
efforts that are smaller in scale in contributing to the global level. The social and planetary boundaries are 
therefore worth striving for regardless of level, and in doing so potentially stimulating global sovereignty. 

The national environmental quality objectives explicitly state that representatives from Sweden are part of 
the international sphere in order to establish change on a national level in (and outside) Sweden. As stated 
in the governmental bill 2004/05:150: “Many of the environmental quality objectives are based on 
measures being taken in other countries' both inside and outside the EU as well as at global level. Sweden 
must therefore also be an active international player”. The significance of Sweden working in the 
international sphere with environmental issues, as pointed out in the national environmental quality 
objectives, is that Sweden is a small country affected by multiple cross-border environmental issues. 
Thus, Sweden depends on other countries' actions and are therefore inclined to influence other countries' 
ambitions to take care of the environment. This mentality matches the description of the global 
challenges, global and interdependent, as earlier presented in this thesis. 
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It is noticed that Sweden strives for vertical policy coherence, since the national environmental quality 
objectives repeatedly reflect to agreements made on the global level. Vertical coherence is clearly an 
aspect in the national environmental quality objectives since they often refer to agreements on larger 
levels, mostly within the EU and stemming from the UN. Examples are the Montreal protocol (which 
addresses the depleting ozone layer) and Convention of Biological Diversity (which addresses 
biodiversity). This shows that the Swedish Government has a tendency to follow and cohere with work 
regarding legislation, protocols, conventions and policy from the international level. This is further 
noticed by the objectives pointing out that measures are taken nationally as a response to what is agreed 
on at a larger level. This reaffirms Sweden to be an interesting case to look into regarding policy 
coherence, as it repeatedly refers to the global level throughout its national policies.  

Interconnectedness 

The interconnectedness of policy areas is acknowledged in both policy agendas. SDGs often imply 
interconnectedness amongst issues by referring to impact on systems, such as water systems in SDG 6 
Clean Water and Sanitation. This is practical since a lot of things can be argued to be an element of a 
system, however it inevitably causes the risk of “cherry-picking”. However, this affects the coherence 
between policy formulation and policy implementation, rather between policy agendas. The 
vagueness of the SDGs can serve as a advantage for the national policymakers, since they can focus 
on what is connected to the problem on the national level. For example SDG 11 Sustainable Cities 
and Communities acknowledges “economic, social and environmental links”, and SDG 9 Industry, 
Innovation and Infrastructure describes how the goal contributes to economic growth and 
development of markets. The national environmental quality objectives, on the other hand, are more 
inclined to elaborate on the links, for example by connecting various objectives (2, 5, 7-13, 15, 16) to 
reduces loss of agriculture and forestry, which are important for Sweden. Another more concrete 
example the 5th objective A Protective Ozone Layer will create jobs in order to dispose outdated 
refrigerated furniture containing substances harmful for the ozone layer. 

Common connections in both of the policy agendas follow the logic of; environmental investment and 
social benefits. For example, reducing emissions in light of a more stable climate would benefit the 
environment, requires economic input and produces health benefits. For example, the connection 
between air pollution and health is noted in both SDG 12 Responsible Consumption and Production 
(target 12.4) and national environmental quality objective 2 Clean Air. SDG 12 aims to “significantly 
reduce their [chemicals] release to air, water and soil in order to minimise their adverse impacts on 
human health and the environment”. Similarly, the Clean Air objective notes that cleaner air will 
improve health. However, the objective makes the connection that better health will reduce health 
costs and therefore be an economic benefit. Although the SDGs could make more of these clear 
connections that would improve the policy agendas consistency, the policy agendas are still regarded 
to be coherent.  

The national environmental quality objectives clarifies that some of the objectives are “reduced 
negative effects” instead of that they have positive effects. For example when health benefits are 
presented as a positive effect of cleaner air, it is rather presented as reduced negative impact on 
health. This could undermine the good intentions of the objectives. Although this is not explicitly 
stated in Agenda 2030, the SDGs in general aims to reduce negative impact just like the national 
environmental quality objectives, which shows that the policy agendas are quite coherent. Both policy 
agendas could clarify how avoiding environmental degradation could result in saved socio-economic 
costs, which would also make the policy agendas more coherent. Hence, further connections based on 
the effects of the goal can improve the policy agendas coherence.  
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Both of the policy agendas note that the interconnectedness of the problems that the goals and 
objectives are aimed towards require cooperation and collaboration amongst actors. The national 
environmental quality objectives explicitly state that they will work with “relevant sectors”. However, 
these sectors are identified by the environmental protection agency, which diverts away from the 
intended whole-of-government approach. Therefore it is likely that practical collaborations that Le 
Blanc (2015) points out “may at first seem distant” can be lost. Although this minimises the impact of 
policy coherence, it is worth noting that the SDGs also refer to collaborations in general terms, such 
as calling for “transboundary collaboration”, “international cooperation” and “scientific cooperation 
at all levels”, which means that the policy agendas are in this aspect coherent. 
 
An observation is that (in)coherence between the Swedish national environmental objectives and the 
environmental policies emerging from Agenda 2030 often stem from internal conflicts between goals or 
objectives that are interconnected. One of the clearest examples is the conflict between energy and 
biodiversity, which is noted to be an internal incoherence in the national environmental quality objectives. 
The internal conflict derives from the ambition to obtain clean and renewable energy by implementing 
hydroelectric power. The aim is to reduce emissions and pollution, but consequently it causes 
fragmentation of habitats and thus negatively impacting biodiversity. Inevitably the internal incoherence 
constitutes in incoherence between the two policy agendas, since the internal incoherence is consistent, 
since the SDGs also strive for renewable energy and a good environment for life on land.  

Urgency 

Both the SDGs and the Swedish national environmental quality objectives seldom clearly and directly 
address the urgency of the goal. SDGs only address the urgency explicitly in the context of climate 
change (SDG 13), biodiversity (target 15.5) and protection of endangered species (target 15.7). That 
means that urgency is mentioned in 2 out of the 8 SDGs that this study looks into. More commonly, both 
of the policy agendas emphasise the significance of the goal rather than the urgency. For example, 
national environmental quality objective 7 Zero Eutrophication notes that levels of nutrients are “beyond 
critical levels”, and SDG 14 Life Below Water calls to regulate fishing “in order to restore fish stocks in 
the shortest time feasible”. Although urgency is not a pervading theme in any of the policy agendas, it is 
something that the policy agendas have in common. 

Although urgency is seldom explicitly expressed, it is repeatedly implied to varying extent. Addressing 
the degree of urgency is important in order to distribute resources according to priorities, which are likely 
based on addressing the most urgent matters first. For example, the 6th national environmental objective  
A Safe Radioactive Environment implies urgency by noting that if the issue of radioactive waste is not 
solved, waste will only accumulate and the problem will grow larger. Consequently the risk for leakage 
and spreading grows respectively. Another example is the 4th national environmental objective A Non-
Toxic Environment which implies urgency by noting that the absence of decontamination will result in 
making the goal more difficult and expensive to achieve (at times even impossible to achieve if too much 
time passes), and that the absence of decontamination results in a higher risk of spreading the 
contaminants further. Similarly, SDG 12 Responsible Consumption and Production aims to achieve 
“environmentally sound management of chemicals and all wastes (…) and significantly reduce their 
release to air, water and soil”. Time is clearly a factor in both of the policy agendas, implying a sense of 
urgency. 

The SDGs might have a reason for leaving out the urgency, since what is urgent in one country may not 
be urgent in another. For example, SDG target 15.7 that noted urgency, “Take urgent action to end 
poaching and trafficking of protected species of flora and fauna and address both demand and supply of 
illegal wildlife products” could be irrelevant or a problem of non-urgent matter in Sweden. Therefore 



 

38 

omitting urgency would benefit countries' as they can define their own priorities based on what issues are 
regarded to be the most urgent. However, it is unclear what issues are the most urgent for Sweden based 
solely on the national environmental quality objectives, which means that either there is no difference in 
the urgency of the objectives, or that the urgency is not addressed adequately in the national 
environmental quality objectives.  
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7. Conclusion
The challenges that humanity faces today are urgent, interconnected and global in character. Agenda 2030 
is a universal policy agenda which aims to address the global challenges and achieve sustainable 
development, which entails making sure that everyone is within the safe and just operating space. Policy 
coherence between Agenda 2030 and the national level is required in order to achieve actualise this task. 
This concerns Sweden just like all other countries' in the world. Sweden aims to be a frontrunner in 
Agenda 2030 implementation and is said to have favourable conditions and high ambitions in regards to 
both sustainable development and policy coherence. Therefore it is justifiably an interesting study to look 
into Sweden as a case for vertical policy coherence. An environmental focus is chosen for the study due 
to it being a vital component of the global challenges. Both the global and local matter when it comes to 
the environment. Therefore policy coherence between the governance levels are of significance for our 
future.  

From comparing the environmental SDGs and Sweden’s national environmental quality objectives it can 
be concluded that the policy agendas fit together in a reasonable way, and as far as this study can 
conclude, they strive towards the same overall goal of making the world more sustainable. The policy 
agendas are considered to be coherent since they both address the urgent, interconnected and global in 
character of the challenges that humanity faces today. Addressing the global challenges is seldom 
presented as an urgent matter in the policy agendas. Besides SDG 13 and 15, the SDGs solely imply 
urgency, just like in the national environmental quality objectives. Urgency is implied by both policy 
agendas by noting the critical state of the issue and the significance of change. Both of the policy agendas 
address the interconnectedness of the global challenges, and therefore approaching the challenges with a 
broad set of goals, which can be viewed as actions or solutions. The global character of the challenges 
that humanity faces today is apparent in both of the policy agendas. It is more apparent in the SDGs than 
in the national environmental quality objectives. Both of the policy agendas address the global character 
of the challenges of today by relating environmental problems to the global common goods and the social 
and planetary boundaries that encompasses the boundaries set for a global scale. Additional to this, the 
national policies continuously refer to the international level and the SDGs note that the goals require 
action in all countries'. This shows that the global character of the challenges is noted from both the 
national and international perspective.  

From examining how Sweden has implemented the SDGs into national setting using the PCSD screening 
tool provided by the OECD it can yet again be concluded that national policies cohere to the SDGs to 
quite a high extent. Complimentary to comparing the policies to examine the coherence, the PCSD 
screening tool provided an top-down approach which examines important components of the SDGs. The 
national environmental quality objectives address policy-interlinkages and the goals in an issue-oriented 
way, which strengthens the conclusion regarding the coherence between the policy agendas.  

Considering that policy coherence can be reached to differing degrees, the following improvement areas 
are pointed out. First, both of the policy agendas should strive for increased internal coherence, which 
would simplify the task of achieving external coherence between policy agendas. Second, a broader 
perspective would probably benefit the coherence as it most likely identifies more connections and 
therefore more likely to have mutually identified connections between the policy agendas. Additional to 
improvement areas, the national policies should strive to continuously maintain the policies in order to 
make sure they cohere with the international level.  

It is assumed that new environmental goals are to be set for Sweden after 2020 when the current ones 
become outdated. The new goals ought to maintain coherence with the SDGs as the current goals have 
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achieves and incorporate improvement areas as mentioned in this study. These new goals could also 
benefit from additional research that looks into internal coherence and policy implementation. 

There are other areas that require future research. First, similar investigations to this one could be done 
considering the economic or social dimension of sustainable development. An even better approach, 
which would require a lot of time, would be to consider all three dimensions of sustainability 
simultaneously in order to achieve an holistic perspective. Second, future research could either focus on, 
or include, implementation of policies. This way policy coherence would be looked at between stating 
and execution, or incorporating both aspects, in order to evaluate the effects of policy coherence. 

Reflections on the PCSD screening tool is that it is formulated in such a way that it is more inclined to fit 
an evaluation of a national sustainable development strategy, rather that policy area that addresses 
sustainable development issues. Therefore, it is suggested that future research applies the PCSD screening 
tool to other countries' to gain knowledge regarding policy coherence from different cases. This would 
also contribute to a broader perception on to what extent Sweden is “leading by example”, or simply just 
another country trying to actualise Agenda 2030. Looking into more countries' is likely to result in more 
wisdom benefitting all countries'. 
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6 9 

SDG	6	doesn’t	
explicitly	mention	
the	urgency	of	the	
goal,	however	
urgency	is	implied	
by	“substantially”	
increasing	water-
use	efficiency	and	
reduce	the	
number	of	people	
suffering	from	
water	scarcity.	An	
example	of	this	is	
SDG	6.6,	which	
aims	to	“protect	
and	restore”	
sources	of	“water-
related	
ecosystems”.	EQO	
9	doesn’t	address	
the	urgency	of	
achieving	good-
water	
groundwater,	
which	is	probably	
because	the	
groundwater		
conditions	are	
described	as	good.	
The	issue	of	
groundwater	in	
Sweden	is	rather	
discussed	in	terms	
of	maintenance	
and	avoiding	
further	
contamination	and	
it’s	consequences,	
rather	than	
tackling	water	
scarcity,	which	
seems	to	be	a	
more	urgent	task. 

SDG	6	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
water	issue	by	noting	
that	the	goal	is	“for	
all”.	SDG	6.3	explicitly	
states	that	the	goal	
aims	to	decrease	
untreated	wastewater	
and	safe	reuse	of	
water	“globally”.	SDG	
6.a	notes	that	in	order	
to	achieve	the	goals,	
international	
cooperation	ought	to	
be	expanded.	SDG	6.5	
touches	upon	
international	
cooperation	by	stating	
that	“transboundary	
cooperation”	should	
be	used	“as	
appropriate”.	EQO	9	
does	not	relate	the	
goal	to	the	global	level.	
However,	the	
international	level	is	
acknowledged	by	EQO	
9	noting	that	the	
consumption	of	
groundwater	in	
Sweden	is	relatively	
low	in	an	international	
perspective.	Also,	EQO	
9	discusses	problems	
of	contamination	(from	
agriculture,	salt	and	
radon)	to	be	locally	
occurring.	 

SDG	6	doesn’t	
explicitly	address	
how	the	goal	
connects	to	other	
global	challenges.	
However,	the	issue	of	
contamination	and	
the	spreading	of	
contaminants	is	
discusses	in	terms	of	
water	systems.	A	
system	could	be	
interpreted	as	
something	that	
connects	this	issue	to	
other	challenges.	
SDG	6.5	touches	
upon	this	by	aiming	
to	implement	
“integrated	water	
resources	
management	at	all	
levels”.	EQO	9	
addresses	that	the	
goal	is	connected	to	
other	global	
challenges.	EQO	9	
states	the	goal	to	
improve	
groundwater	quality	
in	relation	to	human	
health,	agriculture,	
industry,	energy-
production,	and	life	
on	land,	in	lakes	and	
streams,	thus	
implying	how	the	
goal	relates	to	other	
topics.	More	
explicitly,	EQO	9	
mentions	that	the	
success	of	the	goal	
depends	on	EQO	4	A	
Non-Toxic	
Environment,	EQO	7	
Zero	Eutrophication,	
EQO	3	Natural	
Acidification	Only,	
EQO	8	Flourishing	
Lakes	and	Streams	
and	EQO	15	A	Good	
Build	Environment.	 

The	urgency	isn’t	
emphasised	in	either	goal,	
but	reflected	more	in	SDG	
6	than	EQO	9.	Water	
scarcity	is	addressed	in	
SDG	6	but	barely	
mentioned	in	EQO	9.	
SDG6	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal,	and	EQO	9	doesn't.	
SDG	6	described	the	
interconnectedness	of	the	
issue	of	water	by	
discussing	it	as	a	system,	
but	EQO	9	more	explicitly	
describes	it’s	connections	
to	other	goals.	Both	
policies	discuss	the	issue	
of	water	in	terms	of	
avoiding	contamination.	
SDG	6	mentions	
sanitation	and	industry	as	
contamination	sources,	
but	EQO	9	elaborates	to	
mention	health,	
corrosion,	and	
agriculture. 

It	can	be	clarified	in	EQO	
9	that	although	water-
scarcity	is	an	urgent	
problem	in	other	parts	
of	the	world,	it	is	not	a	
priority	for	Sweden	
because	of	an	adequate	
amount	of	good-quality	
groundwater	resources.	
As	stated	today,	the	
implication	of	urgency	is	
incoherent.	SDG	6	
connecting	the	
contamination	of	
groundwater	through	
agriculture	(pesticides	
and	nutrition)	would	
make	the	policies	more	
coherent.	Coherence	
would	be	improved	if	
EQO	9	would	address	
the	global	character	of	
the	issue. 

The	general	
impression	is	
that	EQO	9	
refers	to	
preventive	
measures,	as	
in	avoiding	
contaminatio
n	and	
maintaining	
good	ground	
water	quality	
and	quantity,	
whilst	SDG	9	
refers	to	
other	areas	
that	have	
ground	
water	with	
worse	
quality	and	
lower	
quantity.	 
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7 6 

SDG	7	implies	
urgency	by	
expressing	the	
need	to	
“substantially”	
increase	
renewable	energy	
in	order	to	ensure	
energy	for	all.	EQO	
6	implies	urgency	
by	noting	that	if	
the	issue	of	
radioactive	waste	
isn’t	solved,	waste	
will	only	
accumulate	and	
the	problem	will	
grow	larger.	
Consequently	the	
risk	for	leakage	
and	spreading	
grows	
respectively. 

SDG	7	clearly	
addresses	the	global	
character	on	the	topic	
of	energy	by	referring	
to	“the	global	energy	
mix”,	the	“global	rate	
of	improvement”	and	
aiming	the	goal	
towards	“all”.	EQO	6	
addresses	the	problem	
of	radioactive	
environment	to	the	
global	sphere.	Using	
the	example	of	the	
incident	in	Chernobyl,	
the	risk	that	comes	
with	nuclear	
substances	are	defined	
as	cross-border	issues.	
EQO	6	further	
emphasises	the	global	
character	of	the	issue	
by	acknowledging	the	
importance	of	the	
work	regarding	
radioactive	substances	
on	the	international	
level. 

SDG	7	doesn’t	
explicitly	address	
how	the	goal	
connects	to	other	
global	challenges.	
SDG	7	relates	to	
technology	and	
emissions,	which	
implies	a	connection	
to	air	quality,	climate	
change,	acidification,	
innovation	and	
infrastructure.	EQO	6	
addresses	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
EQO	6	describes	the	
goal	in	relation	to	
health,	energy	and	
the	state	of	the	
environment. 

Incoherence	between	the	
policies	derives	from	the	
ambition	to	obtain	both	
conflicting	interests;	
energy	with	low	emissions	
(SDG	7)	and	to	reduce	
nuclear	waste	(EQO	6).	
Both	policies	refer	to	the	
energy	sector,	and	both	
policies	strive	to	achieve	a	
higher	degree	of	energy-
efficiency.	Both	policies	
address	the	urgency	
vaguely	and	explicitly	
addresses	the	topic	to	be	
of	global	character. 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	addressing	
how	the	respective	
policies	address	the	
conflict	between	clean	
energy	and	nuclear	
energy.	 

 

7 8 

SDG	7	implies	
urgency	by	
expressing	the	
need	to	
“substantially”	
increase	
renewable	energy	
in	order	to	ensure	
energy	for	all.		
EQO	8	doesn’t	
address	the	
urgency. 

SDG	7	clearly	
addresses	the	global	
character	on	the	topic	
of	energy	by	referring	
to	“the	global	energy	
mix”,	the	“global	rate	
of	improvement”	and	
aiming	the	goal	
towards	“all”.	EQO	8	
doesn’t	address	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal.	 

SDG	7	doesn’t	
explicitly	address	
how	the	goal	
connects	to	other	
global	challenges.	
SDG	7	relates	to	
technology	and	
emissions,	which	
implies	a	connection	
to	air	quality,	climate	
change,	acidification,	
innovation	and	
infrastructure.		EQO	8	
addresses	how	the	
goal	connects	to	
global	challenges,	
e.g.	water	security,	
health,	fresh	water	
sources,	renewable	
energy	(hydroelectric	
power)	and	
biodiversity. 

SDG	7	addresses	the	
global	character	and	EQO	
8	does	not.	EQO	8	more	
thoroughly	addresses	the	
goal’s	connection	to	other	
global	challenges.	The	
urgency	is	either	implied	
vaguely	or	not	at	all.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	addressing	
how	the	respective	
policies	address	the	
conflict	between	clean	
energy	and	the	
fragmentation	of	
habitats	which	
consequently	impact	
biodiversity.	SDG	7	can	
address	the	goal	in	a	
broader	perspective	in	
order	to	identify	more	
connections	to	other	
goals,	which	would	
make	it	more	coherent.	 
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9 4 

SDG	9	doesn’t	
address	urgency.	
EQO	4	implies	
urgency	by	noting	
that	the	absence	
of	
decontamination	
will	result	in	
making	the	goal	
more	difficult	and	
expensive	to	
achieve	(or	even	
impossible	to	
achieve	if	too	
much	time	
passes).	EQO	4	
also	mentions	that	
the	absence	of	
decontaminations	
results	in	a	higher	
risk	of	spreading	
the	contaminants	
further. 

SDG	9	addresses	the	
global	character	more	
than	EQO	4.	SDG	9	
emphasise	that	the	
goal	is	aimed	towards	
everyone.	SDG	9	also	
notes	that	that	all	
countries'	ought	to	
take	action,	further	
implying	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
EQO	4	doesn’t	describe	
how	the	problem	of	a	
toxic	environment	is	of	
global	character.	
Although,	it	is	implied	
that	toxins	spread	
(which	implies	that	It	
could	spread	across	
boarders).	 

SDG	9	describes	how	
technology	and	
information	relates	
to	the	main	targets	of	
the	goal	(innovation,	
infrastructure	and	
industrialisation).	
SDG	9	describes	how	
the	goal	contributes	
to	economic	growth	
and	development	of	
markets.	EQO	4	
describes	how	the	
problem	of	a	toxic	
environment	in	
connected	to	health	
problems. 

Both	policies	focus	on	
retrofitting	industries	in	
order	to	make	them	
sustainable,	but	SDG	9	
places	a	larger	focus	on	
establishing	new	and	
sustainable	industries.	
Both	policies	strive	to	
obtain	new	knowledge,	
however	SDG	9	
emphasises	technology	
and	innovation	more	than	
EQO	4.	How	the	goals	
address	urgency	and	the	
global	character	of	the	
goals	is	slightly	
inconsistent.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	more	
similarly	referring	to	the	
urgency.	Coherence	
could	also	be	improved	
by	SDG	9	relating	the	
problems	to	health,	and	
EQO	4	to	relate	the	goal	
to	the	economic	aspect.	 

 

9 5 

SDG	9	doesn’t	
address	urgency.	
EQO	5	implies	
urgency	by	noting	
that	the	lack	of	
action	towards	the	
depleting	layer	will	
result	in	
continuous	
problems	(e.g.	
health	problems). 

SDG	9	and	EQO	5	both	
address	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
SDG	9	emphasise	that	
the	goal	is	aimed	
towards	everyone.	
SDG	9	also	notes	that	
that	all	countries'	
ought	to	take	action,	
further	implying	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal.	EQO	5	clearly	
addresses	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
EQO	5	repeatedly	
refers	to	the	
significance	of	
international	
ambitions	in	order	to	
achieve	the	goal,	and	
how	the	success	of	this	
task	depends	on	the	
work	done	on	the	
international	level. 

SDG	9	describes	how	
technology	and	
information	relates	
to	the	main	targets	of	
the	goal	(innovation,	
infrastructure	and	
industrialisation).	
SDG	9	describes	how	
the	goal	contributes	
to	economic	growth	
and	development	of	
markets.	EQO	5	
describes	the	goal	in	
relation	to	health,	
aviation,	military,	
health,	agriculture	
and	fisheries. 

The	coherence	between	
the	goals	isn’t	clear.	EQO	
5	notes	that	the	ozone	
depleting	substances	
derive	from	aviation	and	
military,	and	SDG	9	aims	
to	provide	“resilient	
infrastructure”	(aviation	
could	here	be	interpreted	
as	either	an	alternative	to	
or	an	element	in	
infrastructure).	EQO	5	
notes	that	alternatives	to	
ozone	depleting	
substances	ought	to	be	
found,	whilst	SDG	9	aims	
to	stimulate	innovation.	
How	the	goals	address	
urgency	and	the	global	
character	of	the	goals	is	
incoherent. 

The	coherence	could	be	
improved	by	clarifying	
that	innovation	should	
be	used	to	find	more	
sustainable	substances	
and	transportation.	 

EQO	5	is	
quite	
incoherent	
with	SDG	9	
and	Agenda	
2030	in	
general.	This	
could	be	
because	of	
the	Montreal	
protocol	that	
separately	
dealt	with	
the	issue	of	a	
depleting	
ozone	layer. 
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9 8 

Neither	SDG	9	nor	
EQO	8	addresses	
urgency. 

SDG	9	emphasise	that	
the	goal	is	aimed	
towards	everyone.	
SDG	9	also	notes	that	
that	all	countries'	
ought	to	take	action,	
further	implying	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal.	EQO	8	doesn’t	
address	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	 

SDG	9	describes	how	
technology	and	
information	relates	
to	the	main	targets	of	
the	goal	(innovation,	
infrastructure	and	
industrialisation).	
SDG	9	describes	how	
the	goal	contributes	
to	economic	growth	
and	development	of	
markets.	EQO	8	
addresses	how	the	
goal	connects	to	
global	challenges,	
e.g.	water	security,	
health,	fresh	water	
sources,	renewable	
energy	(hydroelectric	
power)	and	
biodiversity. 

Both	goals	describe	how	
the	goal	relates	to	other	
global	challenges	in	a	
quite	similar	way.	SDG	9	
mentions	that	the	goal	
contributes	to	“human	
well-being”	and	EQO	8	
mentions	how	the	goal	
contributes	to	better	
health.	The	goals	doesn’t	
address	the	urgency	in	a	
coherent	way.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	SDG	9	
going	into	further	detail	
regarding	how	it	related	
to	the	global	challenges.	 
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SDG	11	doesn’t	
explicitly	mention	
the	urgency	of	the	
goal,	however	
urgency	is	implied	
by	expressing	the	
need	to	
“significantly”	
reduce	the	
number	of	deaths	
and	“substantially”	
decrease	losses	
due	to	natural	
disasters.	EQO	15	
doesn’t	address	
the	urgency	of	the	
goal. 

SDG	11	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	as	it	strives	to	
enhance	“sustainable	
human	settlement	
planning	and	
management	in	all	
countries'”,	“safeguard	
the	world’s	cultural	
and	natural	heritage”,	
reduce	“economic	
losses	relative	to	global	
gross	domestic	
product”	and	achieve	
“holistic	disaster	risk	
management	at	all	
levels”.	EQO	15	
explicitly	says	that	it	
aims	to	contribute	to	a	
better	global	
environment,	and	
therefore	clearly	
addressing	the	global	
character	of	the	goal. 

SDG	11	addresses	the	
interconnected	
character	of	the	goal	
by	acknowledging	
and	striving	to	
support	the	
“economic,	social	and	
environmental	links”	
and	stating	that	an	
integrated	approach	
is	required.	SDG	11	is	
discussed	in	relation	
to	waste	
management,	
transport,	housing,	
disaster	risk	
reduction	and	
culture.	EQO	15	is	
discussed	in	relation	
to	health,	culture-
historical	significant	
objects,	energy,	
transportation,	
recreation,	climate,	
local	agriculture,	
biodiversity,	
recycling,	and	
infrastructure.	EQO	
15	explicitly	mentions	
that	the	goal	can	
reduce	impacts	that	
contribute	to	climate	
change. 

How	the	goals	address	
urgency	and	the	global	
character	of	the	goals	is	
slightly	inconsistent.	Both	
goals	explicitly	notes	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal.	Both	of	the	goals	
address	the	
interconnectedness	of	the	
goal,	mentioning	both	the	
same	and	different	
connections.	
Recycling/waste	
management	and	
transportation	is	similar,	
whilst	energy,	housing	
and	disaster	risk	
reduction	contributes	to	
the	goals	incoherence.	 

The	goals	could	be	more	
coherent	by	relating	the	
goal	to	the	global	
challenges	in	a	more	
consistent	manner,	for	
example	both	
mentioning		the	
importance	of	
infrastructure,	
biodiversity	and	energy. 
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12 13 

SDG	12	doesn’t	
address	urgency.	
EQO	13	implies	
urgency	in	terms	
of	the	threat	that	
unsustainable	
agricultural	
practices	have	on	
culture-historical	
objects. 

SDG	12	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	in	multiple	ways;	
calling	all	countries'	to	
take	action,	
mentioning	trans-
national	companies	
and	how	developed	
countries'	ought	to	
take	lead	“taking	into	
account	the	
development	and	
capabilities	of	
developing	countries'”.	
EQO	13	doesn’t	
address	the	global	
character	of	the	goal	
directly.	EQO	13	says	
that	work	regarding	
this	goal	relies	on	work	
done	on	EU	level,	thus	
implying	that	this	issue	
is	relevant	on	a	
beyond-national	scale.	 

SDG	12	discusses	
sustainable	
consumption	and	
production	patterns	
in	relation	to	food	
security,	tourism,	
pollution,	and	job-
creation.	EQO	13	
discusses	agriculture	
in	relation	to	culture,	
leisure,	biodiversity,	
tourism,	health,	food	
security,	and	nutrient	
pollution.	 

Urgency	is	either	
completely	left	out	or	
barely	addressed	amongst	
the	goals.	SDG	12	clearly	
addresses	the	global	
character	of	the	goal,	
whereas	EQO	13	suggests	
the	topic	to	be	of	
significance	to	a	larger	
(beyond	national)	scale.	
Both	goals	discusses	food	
security,	pollution	and	
tourism.	SDG	14	doesn’t	
relate	to	health	as	EQO	13	
does.	EQO	13	doesn’t	
mention	job-creation	in	
such	an	explicit	manner	as	
SDG	12,	however	it	does	
mention	the	significance	
of	agriculture	in	rural	
development.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	in	a	clearer	
way	relating	agriculture	
to	health	and	other	
global	challenges	in	a	
consistent	matter.	 

 

12 5 

SDG	12	doesn’t	
address	urgency.	
EQO	5	implies	
urgency	by	noting	
that	the	lack	of	
action	towards	the	
depleting	layer	will	
result	in	
continuous	
problems	(e.g.	
health	problems). 

SDG	12	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	in	multiple	ways;	
calling	all	countries'	to	
take	action,	
mentioning	trans-
national	companies	
and	how	developed	
countries'	ought	to	
take	lead	in	
implementation	efforts	
“taking	into	account	
the	development	and	
capabilities	of	
developing	countries'”.	
EQO	5	clearly	
addresses	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
EQO	5	repeatedly	
refers	to	the	
significance	of	
international	
ambitions	in	order	to	
achieve	the	goal.	The	
Swedish	EPA	explicitly	
states	that	the	success	
of	this	goal	depends	on	
the	work	done	on	the	
international	level. 

SDG	12	discusses	the	
goal	in	relation	to	
food	security,	
tourism,	pollution,	
and	job-creation.	
EQO	5	describes	the	
goal	in	relation	to	
health,	aviation,	
military,	health,	
agriculture	and	
fisheries. 

Both	policies	addresses	
the	problem	in	relation	to	
food	(EQO	5	to	agriculture	
and	fisheries	and	SDG	12	
to	food	security).	Both	
policies	address	the	global	
character	of	the	goals.	
Urgency	is	either	
completely	left	out	or	
barely	addressed	amongst	
the	goals. 

SDG	12	and	EQO	5	could	
both	obtain	a	broader	
perspective,	mentioning	
other	sectors,	which	
would	make	the	policies	
more	coherent.	Urgency	
could	be	addressed	in	a	
clear	and	consistent	
way. 

EQO	5	is	
quite	
incoherent	
with	SDG	12	
and	Agenda	
2030	in	
general.	This	
could	be	
because	of	
the	Montreal	
protocol	that	
separately	
dealt	with	
the	issue	of	a	
depleting	
ozone	layer. 
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12 4 

SDG	12	doesn’t	
address	urgency.	
EQO	4	implies	
urgency	by	noting	
that	the	absence	
of	
decontamination	
will	result	in	
making	the	goal	
more	difficult	and	
expensive	to	
achieve	(or	even	
impossible	to	
achieve	if	too	
much	time	
passes).	EQO	4	
also	mentions	that	
the	absence	of	
decontaminations	
results	in	a	higher	
risk	of	spreading	
the	contaminants	
further. 

SDG	12	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	in	multiple	ways;	
calling	all	countries'	to	
take	action,	
mentioning	trans-
national	companies	
and	how	developed	
countries'	ought	to	
take	lead	in	
implementation	efforts	
“taking	into	account	
the	development	and	
capabilities	of	
developing	countries'”.	
EQO	4	doesn’t	describe	
how	the	problem	of	a	
toxic	environment	is	of	
global	character.	
Although,	it	is	implied	
that	toxins	spread	
(which	implies	that	It	
could	spread	across	
boarders).	 

EQO	4	and	SDG	12	
both	describe	how	
the	problem	of	a	
toxic	environment	in	
connection	to	health	
problems.	SDG	12	
also	discusses	the	
goal	in	relation	to	
food	security,	
pollution,	tourism,	
and	job-creation.	 

SDG	12	and	EQO	4	both	
target	chemicals	in	the	
environment.	Both	goals	
refer	to	taxation	as	a	
governance	tool	and	
mention	contamination	
impacts	on	human	health.	
SDG	12	aims	to	achieve	
“sound	management	of	
chemicals”	and	the	
sources	of	contaminants,	
whilst	EQO	4	focuses	on	
treating	toxic	
environments. 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	more	
similarly	referring	to	the	
urgency.	Coherence	
could	be	improved	by	
both	goals	both	
addressing	the	sources	
and	consequences	of	
contamination. 

 

13 1 

SDG	13	expresses	
the	urgency	of	
climate-related	
issues	more	than	
EQO	1.	SDG	13	
expresses	the	
need	for	“urgent	
action”	in	the	title	
and	in	target	13.a	
that	resources	
aimed	towards	
mitigating	the	
impact	of	climate	
change	ought	to	
be	mobilised	“as	
soon	as	possible”.	
EQO	1	on	the	
other	hand	
expresses	that	the	
climate	is	to	be	
stabilised	in	such	a	
way	and	in	
sufficient	speed	
that	other	issues	
relating	to	
sustainable	
development	
aren’t	adventured.	 

Both	goals	explicitly	
address	the	global	
character	of	climate-
related	issues.	SDG	13	
especially	emphasises	
the	global	character	in	
2	targets;	13.1	notes	
that	the	resilience	and	
adaptive	capacity	
ought	to	be	
strengthened	“in	all	
countries'”,	and	13.a	
refers	to	an	
international	
agreement	which	aims	
to	jointly	address	
climate.	EQO	1	
emphasises	that	the	
goals	success	depends	
on	actions	“in	all	
countries'”,	and	states	
the	goal’s	ambition	in	
relation	to	the	
international	sphere. 

Both	goals	address	
the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	global	
challenges.	SDG	
target	13.1	briefly	
mentions	“climate-
related	hazards”,	
whilst	EQO	1	goes	
into	further	detail	
mentioning	
connections	to	food	
security,	biodiversity,	
clean	air,	
acidification,	and	
eutrophication. 

The	goals	similarly	refer	
to	the	UNFCCC	as	the	
primary	international	
forum	for	actions	towards	
the	climate.	SDG	13	
emphasises	the	need	to	
increase	awareness	of	
climate-related	issues,	
which	is	lacking	in	EQO	1.	
EQO	1	mentions	the	
presence	of	synergies	in	
the	ambition	to	reduce	
climate	impact,	referring	
to	it	as	a	prioritised	
approach	to	increase	
efficiency,	whilst	SDG	13	
solely	mentions	“effective	
climate	change-related	
planning”. 

The	goals	coherence	
could	be	improved	by	
stating	the	extent	of	
which	the	issue	of	
climate	is	urgent.	The	
goals	would	be	more	
coherent	if	climate	was	
described	in	relation	to	
other	issues	in	greater	
detail	and	with	a	
broader	perspective.	
The	role	of	synergies	as	
an	approach	to	combat	
climate	issues	efficiently	
could	be	more	coherent	
amongst	the	goals. 

The	
vagueness	of	
these	goals	
could	be	
justified	by	
the	separate	
Paris	
agreement	
which	solely	
focuses	on	
the	problem	
of	climate	
change.	 



 

54 

13 2 

SDG	13	expresses	
the	urgency	of	
climate-related	
issues,	whereas	
EQO	2	rather	
emphasises	the	
importance	of	
cleaner	air.	SDG	13	
expresses	the	
need	for	“urgent	
action”	in	the	title	
and	in	target	13.a	
that	resources	
aimed	towards	
mitigating	the	
impact	of	climate	
change	ought	to	
be	mobilised	“as	
soon	as	possible”. 

SDG	13	addresses	the	
global	character	if	the	
goal.	SDG	13	especially	
emphasises	the	global	
character	in	2	targets;	
13.1	notes	that	the	
resilience	and	adaptive	
capacity	ought	to	be	
strengthened	“in	all	
countries'”,	and	13.a	
refers	to	an	
international	
agreement	which	aims	
to	jointly	address	
climate.	Although	EQO	
2	has	stated	the	goal	
as	concentration	of	
emissions	nationally,	it	
clearly	states	that	the	
goals	success	depends	
on	international	
efforts.	More	explicitly,	
EQO	2	mentions	that	
neighbouring	
countries'	must	take	
action.	EQO	2	notes	
that	Sweden	is	working	
internationally	on	the	
topic	of	reducing	
emissions	and	
improving	air	quality.	
But	on	the	other	hand,	
SDG	13	emphasises	
that	it	ought	to	be	
brought	down	and	
implemented	on	the	
national	level	(in	target	
13.2),	and	therefore	
both	goals	
acknowledge	the	
international	to	
national	interplay. 

SDG	13	and	EQO	2	
both	address	the	
interconnectedness	
of	emissions,	but	in	
different	ways.	SDG	
13	connects	
emissions	to	
“climate-related	
hazards	and	natural	
disasters”	whilst	EQO	
2	connects	emissions	
to	health	costs	and	
loss	of	produce	in	
agriculture	and	
forestry.	 

Both	policies	address	the	
interconnectedness	of	
emissions	to	other	global	
challenges,	but	
incoherently,	since	they	
different	approaches.	
Both	SDG	13	and	EQO	2	
mentions	the	need	for	
greater	awareness	and	
knowledge. 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	addressing	
the	consequences	on	
emissions	with	a	
broader	perspective.	
Coherence	could	be	
improved	if	SDG	13	
more	explicitly	aimed	to	
reduce	emissions,	
rather	than	aiming	for	
“impact	reduction”	as	
currently	stated.	How	
the	goals	address	
urgency	could	be	more	
coherent	by	EQO	2	
more	explicitly	stating	
the	urgency. 
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14 3 

SDG	14	doesn’t	
explicitly	state	the	
urgency	of	the	
goal,	however	it	
refers	to	actions	as	
significant,	
especially	
emphasising	the	
need	to	regulate	
fishing	“in	order	to	
restore	fish	stocks	
in	the	shortest	
time	feasible”.	
EQO	3	solely	
implies	urgency	by	
describing	the	
issue	of	
acidification	as	
“critical”. 

Both	SDG	14	and	EQO	
3	address	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
SDG	14.3	calls	for	
“scientific	cooperation	
at	all	levels”	and	thus	
implying	the	need	for	
cooperation	on	the	
international	level.	
EQO	3	is	repeatedly	
referred	to	as	a	cross-
border	issue,	and	on	
multiple	occasions	
going	into	detail	of	
how	Sweden’s	actions	
affects	other	countries'	
and	vice	versa.	It	is	
said	the	acidifying	
pollutants	can	travel	
very	far.	EQO	3	
repeatedly	emphasises	
the	need	for	
international	
cooperation,	
collaboration	and	
action	on	the	topic. 

SDG	13	and	EQO	2	
both	address	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goals.	SDG	
14.1	connects	marine	
pollution	to	“land-
based	activities”	such	
as	“nutrient	
pollution”,	and	SDG	
14.3	notes	that	it	is	
connected	to	“ocean	
acidification”.	SDG	14	
has	an	overlying	
focus	on	resilience	of	
marine	ecosystems	
and	the	need	to	take	
action	towards	
overfishing.	EQO	3	
connects	acidification	
to	health	costs,	loss	
of	produce	in	
agriculture	and	
forestry,	loss	of	
technical	material,	
buildings	and	cultural	
significant	objects.	
EQO	3	connects	the	
acidifying	pollutants	
to	agriculture,	
transport,	energy,	
shipping	by	sea	and	
other	industry. 

The	goals	coherently	
connect	the	problems	of	
acidification	to	pollution	
from	agriculture,	SDG	14	
more	vaguely	than	EQO	3.	
SDG	14	focuses	rather	on	
fishing	and	marine	
ecosystem’s	resilience	
whilst	EQO	3	has	a	
broader	perspective,	
bringing	up	examples	of	
emissions	from	both	land	
and	marine	activities.	
Both	SDG	14	and	EQO	3	
acknowledge	the	need	for	
international	cooperation,	
but	EQO	3	goes	into	
further	detail	describing	
the	issue	of	acidification	
as	a	cross-border	issue	
affecting	the	global	
commons.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	the	SDG	14	
also	relating	the	goal	to	
health	aspects,	its	
relation	to	emissions,	
the	built	environment	
and	it’s	long	term	
perspective.	The	degree	
of	urgency	can	be	
clarified	in	both	goals	in	
order	to	evaluate	the	
coherence	amongst	
them.	 

The	general	
impression	is	
that	EQO	3	
focuses	on	a	
part	
(“Minimize	
and	address	
the	impacts	
of	ocean	
acidification,	
including	
through	
enhanced	
scientific	
cooperation	
at	all	levels”)	
which	is	
briefly	
mentioned	
in	SDG	14.3.	 
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14 7 

SDG	14	doesn’t	
explicitly	state	the	
urgency	of	the	
goal,	however	it	
refers	to	actions	as	
significant,	
especially	
emphasising	the	
need	to	regulate	
fishing	“in	order	to	
restore	fish	stocks	
in	the	shortest	
time	feasible”.	
EQO	7	implies	
urgency	by	stating	
that	current	levels	
of	nutrients	that	
contribute	to	
eutrophication	are	
beyond	critical	
levels. 

Both	SDG	14	and	EQO	
7	address	the	global	
character	of	the	goal.	
SDG	14.3	calls	for	
“scientific	cooperation	
at	all	levels”	and	thus	
implying	the	need	for	
cooperation	on	the	
international	level.	
EQO	7	addresses	the	
need	for	cross-border	
cooperation,	but	
doesn’t	address	the	
problem	as	a	global	
problem.	 

SDG	14.1	connects	
marine	pollution	to	
“land-based	
activities”	such	as	
“nutrient	pollution”,	
and	SDG	14.3	notes	
that	it	is	connected	
to	“ocean	
acidification”.	SDG	14	
has	an	overlying	
focus	on	resilience	of	
marine	ecosystems	
and	the	need	to	take	
action	towards	
overfishing.	EQO	7	
connects	the	
problem	of	
eutrophication	to	
health,	biodiversity,	
sanitation,	
agriculture,	fisheries,	
forestry,	tourism,	
transportation,	
energy,	water	quality	
and	industry. 

The	goals	are	incoherent	
in	terms	of	scale,	whereas	
SDG	14	addresses	the	
problem	on	a	global	scale,	
and	EQO	7	more	on	a	
national	and	regional	
scale.	Both	goals	vaguely	
refers	to	the	urgency	of	
the	problem.	Both	goals	
refer	to	sanitation,	the	
connection	between	
nutrient	pollution	in	
agriculture	with	
acidification	and	its	
general	negative	effect	on	
the	environment.	 

The	scale	of	which	the	
goals	discuss	the	issue	
can	be	more	coherent.	
Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	SDG	14	
elaborating	on	how	the	
goal	connects	to	other	
topics,	such	as	health	
and	tourism. 

 

14 10 

SDG	14	doesn’t	
explicitly	state	the	
urgency	of	the	
goal,	however	it	
refers	to	actions	as	
significant,	
especially	
emphasising	the	
need	to	regulate	
fishing	“in	order	to	
restore	fish	stocks	
in	the	shortest	
time	feasible”.	
EQO	10	addresses	
urgency	in	the	
context	of	the	
state	of	the	
marine	
environment	being	
an	urgent	threat	to	
biodiversity.		 

Both	SDG	14	and	EQO	
10	address	the	global	
character	of	the	goal,	
but	SDG	14	more	so	
than	EQO	10.	SDG	14.3	
calls	for	“scientific	
cooperation	at	all	
levels”	and	thus	
implying	the	need	for	
cooperation	on	the	
international	level.	
EQO	10	states	that	
work	within	the	
international	sphere	is	
of	grave	importance	
for	the	achievement	of	
the	goal,	in	particular	
when	it	comes	to	
marine	traffic	
(shipping)	and		fishing	
practices	and	limits.	 

SDG	14.1	connects	
marine	pollution	to	
“land-based	
activities”	such	as	
“nutrient	pollution”,	
and	SDG	14.3	notes	
that	it	is	connected	
to	“ocean	
acidification”.	SDG	14	
has	an	overlying	
focus	on	resilience	of	
marine	ecosystems	
and	the	need	to	take	
action	towards	
overfishing.	EQO	10	
addresses	how	the	
goal	is	connected	to	
challenges	such	as	
food	security	(in	
terms	of	securing	
future	stocks	of	fish).	
EQO	10	calls	for	
cross-sectorial	
research,	implying	
the	goals	connection	
to	other	problem	
areas.	 

The	goals	are	quite	
coherent.	Urgency	is	
addressed	indirectly	by	
both	goals.	Both	goals	
relate	to	the	problem	of	
the	marine	environment	
to	the	international	scale.	
Both	goals	address	
marine	pollution,	
overfishing,	biodiversity	
and	threatened	species,	
acidification	and	
resilience.	Something	that	
EQO	10	addresses,	which	
SDG	14	does	not,	is	the	
topic	of	trade,	shipping	
and	navy’s	impact	on	the	
marine	environment.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	SDG	14	
including	a	further	
description	of	the	
sources	of	pollution,	
such	as	trade	and	navy.	 
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15 11 

SDG	15	explicitly	
notes	the	urgency	
of	the	goal	in	
target	15.5	where	
it	states:	“Take	
urgent	and	
significant	action”	
in	the	context	of	
biodiversity,	and	in	
15.7	“Take	urgent	
action	to	end	
poaching…”.	EQO	
11	doesn’t	address	
urgency.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	by	noting	that	
work	to	improve	life	on	
land	should	be	“in	line	
with	international	
agreements”	or	“as	
internationally	
agreed”.	SDG	15	also	
notes	the	global	
character	of	the	goal	
by	noting	that	change	
should	occur	
“globally”,	that	we	
must	strive	for	“a	land	
degradation-neutral	
world”	and	to	
“enhance	global	
support”.	EQO	11	
focuses	on	the	
wetlands	on	a	
domestic	level,	but	
biodiversity,	
ecosystems	and	
resilience	is	implied	to	
be	on	a	larger	more	
overarching	level,	by	
for	e.g.	mentioning	
“future	generations	
development	and	well-
being”	and	“wetlands	
preserves	a	good	living	
environment	for	man”.	
EQO	11	also	mentions	
international	
agreements,	and	how	
Sweden	has	a	large	
area	of	wetlands	and	
thus	a	large	
responsibility	against	
other	countries'.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
touches	upon	
multiple	factors	
affecting	the	life	on	
land	(such	as	
biodiversity	and	
ecosystem	resilience)	
that	“provide	
benefits	that	are	
essential	for	
sustainable	
development”	and	
“increasing	the	
capacity	of	local	
communities	to	
pursue	sustainable	
livelihood	
opportunities”.	EQO	
11	discusses	the	goal	
of	achieving	healthy	
and	resilient	
ecosystems	with	
biodiversity	to	be	a	
“precondition	for	
sustainable	
development”,	thus	
connecting	is	to	other	
goals	and/or	issues.	 

The	goals	incoherently	
address	the	urgency.	Both	
of	the	policies	notes	how	
respective	goal	is	of	
importance	for	wellbeing,	
biodiversity	and	
resilience.	Both	goals	
addresses	the	global	
character	of	the	goals. 

The	goals	could	be	
clearer	regarding	the	
coherence	between	
them	by	describing	how	
the	goal	addresses	the	
global	challenges	in	
more	detail.	The	goals	
coherence	could	be	
improved	by	more	
similarly	addressing	
urgency. 
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15 12 

SDG	15	explicitly	
notes	the	urgency	
of	the	goal	in	
target	15.5	where	
it	states:	“Take	
urgent	and	
significant	action”	
in	the	context	of	
biodiversity,	and	in	
15.7	“Take	urgent	
action	to	end	
poaching…”.	EQO	
12	doesn’t	address	
urgency.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	by	noting	that	
work	to	improve	life	on	
land	should	be	“in	line	
with	international	
agreements”	or	“as	
internationally	
agreed”.	SDG	15	also	
notes	the	global	
character	of	the	goal	
by	noting	that	change	
should	occur	
“globally”,	that	we	
must	strive	for	“a	land	
degradation-neutral	
world”	and	to	
“enhance	global	
support”.	EQO	12	
implies	that	the	goal	is	
of	global	character,	by	
referring	how	it	is	of	
significant	to	the	global	
common	goods,	future	
generations,	and	the	
state	of	the	
environment	in	
general	(ecosystem	
and	resilience).	EQO	12	
mentions	to	be	a	part	
of	the	interplay	
between	climate,	air	
and	water.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
touches	upon	
multiple	factors	
affecting	the	life	on	
land	(such	as	
biodiversity	and	
ecosystem	resilience)	
that	“provide	
benefits	that	are	
essential	for	
sustainable	
development”	and	
“increasing	the	
capacity	of	local	
communities	to	
pursue	sustainable	
livelihood	
opportunities”.	EQO	
12	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
by	discussing	the	goal	
in	relation	to	culture,	
leisure,	biodiversity,	
agriculture,	forestry,	
tourism,	recreation,	
transport	and	
hunting.	EQO	12	also	
mentions	social	and	
economic	aspects	of	
the	forests,	and	how	
it	relates	to	a	society	
growing	sustainably. 

The	goals	incoherently	
address	the	urgency.	Both	
goals	address	the	goals	to	
the	global	sphere,	SDG	15	
focusing	on	agreements	
and	EQO	12	implying	to	
be	to	globally	significant,	
by	referring	its	
contribution	to	the	global	
common	goods.	EQO	12	
connects	the	goal	to	more	
detailed	sectors,	whilst	
SDG	15	more	clearly	
connects	the	goal	to	
livelihood.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	more	
similarly	addressing	the	
urgency	of	the	problem	
and	how	the	goal	
relates	to	the	global	
sphere.	Coherence	
could	be	more	coherent	
if	SDG	15	described	the	
goals	
interconnectedness	in	
further	detail,	for	
example	how	it	provides	
benefits	that	are	
essential	to	sustainable	
development.	 
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15 14 

SDG	15	explicitly	
notes	the	urgency	
of	the	goal	in	
target	15.5	where	
it	states:	“Take	
urgent	and	
significant	action”	
in	the	context	of	
biodiversity,	and	in	
15.7	“Take	urgent	
action	to	end	
poaching…”.	EQO	
14	doesn’t	directly	
address	urgency,	
however	it	notes	
the	fragility	of	the	
mountain	
landscape	and	
therefore	implying	
the	need	for	
urgency	action.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	by	noting	that	
work	to	improve	life	on	
land	should	be	“in	line	
with	international	
agreements”	or	“as	
internationally	
agreed”.	SDG	15	also	
notes	the	global	
character	of	the	goal	
by	noting	that	change	
should	occur	
“globally”,	that	we	
must	strive	for	“a	land	
degradation-neutral	
world”	and	to	
“enhance	global	
support”.	EQO	14	
doesn’t	address	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal,	but	rather	how	
the	goal	is	significant	
on	a	global	level.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
touches	upon	
multiple	factors	
affecting	the	life	on	
land	(such	as	
biodiversity	and	
ecosystem	resilience)	
that	“provide	
benefits	that	are	
essential	for	
sustainable	
development”	and	
“increasing	the	
capacity	of	local	
communities	to	
pursue	sustainable	
livelihood	
opportunities”.	EQO	
14	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
describes	the	goal’s	
relevance	to	health,	
biodiversity,	
recreation,	tourism,	
indigenous	
populations,	aviation,	
transport,	hunting	
and	fishing.	 

The	clearest	incoherence	
is	that	SDG	15	doesn’t	
acknowledge	indigenous	
populations.	How	the	
goals	address	urgency	and	
the	global	character	of	
the	goals	is	inconsistent.	
Interconnectedness	is	
mentioned	more	
generally	in	SDG	15	and	in	
more	detail	in	EQO	14. 

Coherence	would	be	
improved	if	SDG	15	
acknowledges	the	
indigenous	population.	
EQO	14	could	clarify	
how	the	goal	addresses	
the	global	challenges,	
which	would	contribute	
to	increased	coherence.	
SDG	14	could	address	
the	goals	
interconnectedness	in	
further	detail,	which	
could	contribute	to	
increased	coherence.	 
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15 16 

SDG	15	explicitly	
notes	the	urgency	
of	the	goal	in	
target	15.5	where	
it	states:	“Take	
urgent	and	
significant	action”	
in	the	context	of	
biodiversity,	and	in	
15.7	“Take	urgent	
action	to	end	
poaching…”.	EQO	
16	doesn’t	
explicitly	address	
the	urgency	of	the	
goal,	however	it	
notes	that	the	goal	
is	a	precondition	
for	life	and	all	
other	national	
environmental	
quality	targets,	
since	the	health	of	
the	ecosystem	
depends	on	
biodiversity,	and	
thus	implying	
urgency.	 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	by	noting	that	
work	to	improve	life	on	
land	should	be	“in	line	
with	international	
agreements”	or	“as	
internationally	
agreed”.	SDG	15	also	
notes	the	global	
character	of	the	goal	
by	noting	that	change	
should	occur	
“globally”,	that	we	
must	strive	for	“a	land	
degradation-neutral	
world”	and	to	
“enhance	global	
support”.	EQO	16	
clearly	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal.	EQO	16	notes	
that:	“Many	of	the	
environmental	quality	
objectives	are	based	
on	measures	being	
taken	in	other	
countries'	both	inside	
and	outside	the	EU	as	
well	as	at	global	level.	
Sweden	must	
therefore	also	be	an	
active	international	
player”. 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
touches	upon	
multiple	factors	
affecting	the	life	on	
land	(such	as	
biodiversity	and	
ecosystem	resilience)	
that	“provide	
benefits	that	are	
essential	for	
sustainable	
development”	and	
“increasing	the	
capacity	of	local	
communities	to	
pursue	sustainable	
livelihood	
opportunities”.	EQO	
16	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
touches	upon	
multiple	factors	
affecting	biodiversity.	
EQO	16	discusses	the	
goal	in	relation	to	
climate	change,	
hunting,	fishing,	
culture,	health,	
poverty,	gender	
equality,	food	
security,	energy,	
agriculture,	
recreation,	and	
tourism.	EQO	also	
notes	that	the	goal	
provides	both	social	
and	economic	
benefits. 

Both	goals	addresses	the	
urgency,	global	character	
and	interconnectedness	
of	the	goals,	which	make	
them	rather	coherent.	
The	urgency	is	either	
addressed	(SDG	15)	or	
implied	(EQO	16).	The	
global	character	is	
coherent	amongst	the	
goals,	where	both	goals	
refer	to	international	
agreements.	Both	goals	
address	the	
interconnectedness	of	
biodiversity,	SDG	15	in	a	
more	general	way	and	
EQO	16	stating	various	
examples.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	if	the	way	in	
which	SDG	15	is	
interconnected	with	
other	global	challenges	
is	clarified	in	more	
detail.	 
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15 8 

SDG	15	explicitly	
notes	the	urgency	
of	the	goal	in	
target	15.5	where	
it	states:	“Take	
urgent	and	
significant	action”	
in	the	context	of	
biodiversity,	and	in	
15.7	“Take	urgent	
action	to	end	
poaching…”.	EQO	
8	doesn’t	address	
the	urgency. 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal	by	noting	that	
work	to	improve	life	on	
land	should	be	“in	line	
with	international	
agreements”	or	“as	
internationally	
agreed”.	SDG	15	also	
notes	the	global	
character	of	the	goal	
by	noting	that	change	
should	occur	
“globally”,	that	we	
must	strive	for	“a	land	
degradation-neutral	
world”	and	to	
“enhance	global	
support”.	EQO	8	
doesn’t	address	the	
global	character	of	the	
goal. 

SDG	15	addresses	the	
interconnectedness	
of	the	goal	as	is	
touches	upon	
multiple	factors	
affecting	the	life	on	
land	(such	as	
biodiversity	and	
ecosystem	resilience)	
that	“provide	
benefits	that	are	
essential	for	
sustainable	
development”	and	
“increasing	the	
capacity	of	local	
communities	to	
pursue	sustainable	
livelihood	
opportunities”.	EQO	
8	addresses	how	the	
goal	connects	to	
global	challenges,	
e.g.	water	security,	
health,	fresh	water	
sources,	renewable	
energy	(hydroelectric	
power)	and	
biodiversity. 

The	urgency	in	addressed	
incoherently	amongst	the	
goals,	whereas	SDG	15	
explicitly	notes	the	
urgency,	and	EQO	8	
doesn’t	address	the	
urgency.	The	global	
character	of	the	goal	is	
addressed	incoherently,	
whereas	SDG	15	notes	it	
and	EQO	8	doesn't.	The	
interconnected	character	
of	the	goals	are	
mentioned,	however	with	
a	different	focus,	mainly	
biodiversity	as	a	mutual	
topic.	 

Coherence	could	be	
improved	by	more	
similarly	addressing	the	
urgency	of	the	problem	
and	how	the	goal	
relates	to	the	global	
challenges.	Coherence	
could	be	improved	by	
SDG	15	including	the	
topic	of	energy	and	
health	and	for	EQO	8	to	
include	the	topic	of	
poverty.	 

Although	
SDG	14	
mentions	
wetlands	
and	“inland	
fresh-water	
ecosystems	
and	their	
services”,	
the	focus	is	
mainly	on	
life	on	land.	
Therefore	it	
is	likely	that	
the	goals	will	
have	
different	
content.	 

 

Table 4. PCSD framework applied to the Swedish national environmental quality objectives. 

Swedish environmental quality 
objectives Comments 

Have economic, social and environmental policy inter-linkages (synergies and trade-offs) been considered? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Partly. The main goal description explicitly mentions that the issue of climate relates 

to issues of biodiversity, food security and that “other sustainable development goals 
are not adventured”, but distinct ties to socioeconomic issues is lacking. The 
potential of synergies are implied but not discussed in detail. Trade-offs are not 
mentioned. 

2. Clean Air Partly. The goal of achieving clean air is discussed in relation to health, transport, 
energy and maintenance of cultural significant objects. Social benefits (improved 
health) and economical savings (less money spent on healthcare). Synergy is 
described with the example that shows that investing in clearer air has multiple 
benefits, but not explicitly mentioned. Trade-offs are not mentioned. 

3. Natural Acidification Only Yes. Synergies are described in relation to climate-related issues. Achieving this 
goal will provide benefits in other policy areas, such as improved health (social 
benefits) and economic savings due to less treatment costs of acidified land and 
water. Trade-offs are not mentioned. 

4. A Non-Toxic Environment Partly. Achieving this goal will provide benefits in other policy areas, such as 
improved health (social benefits) and economic savings due to less costs used to 
decontaminate toxic environments.  
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5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes. The costs to address the problems are contextualised as saved losses in 
impacted sectors. A mentioned synergy is that the destruction of ozone depleting 
agents will provide new jobs. Social benefits (improved health) and economical 
savings (less money spent on healthcare and less losses due to the consequences of a 
depleting ozone layer). 

6. A Safe Radiation Environment Partly. The goal of achieving a safe radiation environment is discussed in relation to 
health, biodiversity and energy. There is an implied trade-off between clean energy 
and a safe radiation environment in the context of nuclear power. Nuclear power 
generally reduces emissions, but contributes to radioactive waste. Focus lies on 
social benefits (better health) and respective economical savings (less money spent 
on healthcare). 

7. Zero Eutrophication Yes. The goal of achieving zero eutrophication is discussed in relation to health, 
biodiversity, sanitation, agriculture, fisheries, forestry, tourism, transportation, 
energy, water quality and industry. Generally social benefits and economic 
investments (costs now but future gains). An implied trade-off is the reduced 
benefits in agriculture due to the reduced use of nutrients (it is assumed that 
agriculture will suffer from loss of nutrients since it is repeatedly mentioned that 
agriculture uses a lot of nutrients).  

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Yes. The goal of achieving a safe radiation environment is discussed in relation to 
biodiversity, tourism, leisure, energy, agriculture, forestry, fishing, transport and 
other industries. Generally social benefits and economic investments (costs now but 
future savings). A mentioned synergy is socioeconomic savings in the future 
(reduces resources towards restoration) due to investments now. Investments now 
are also said to reduce the risk of flooding, landslides, soil erosion and natural 
disasters. 

9. Good-Quality Groundwater Partly. Synergies is explicitly mentioned in the context that better ground-water 
quality will contribute to meaningful socio-economic savings (e.g. health care costs 
and maintenance costs of corroding pipes). Hence, social and economical benefits, 
after the investment of achieving the goal. Trade-offs between the goal of achieving 
good-quality groundwater and agriculture, energy production and other industry is 
mentioned but not addressed.  

10. A Balanced Marine Environment Partly. The goal of achieving a balanced marine environment is discussed in relation 
to culture, leisure, biodiversity, fishing, shipping, trade, agriculture and navy. 
Neither synergies nor tradeoffs are mentioned. It is implied that the goal provides 
social and economical benefits by improving the marine environment, however it 
will cost money. Example of social benefits are decreasing depopulation and better 
health (in form of less bioaccumulation as a consequence of marine pollution). 
Example of economical benefits are thriving tourism and leisure, as well as a long-
lasting stock of fish.  

11. Thriving Wetlands Partly. Even though neither synergies nor tradeoffs are mentioned, however they are 
slightly implied. Interlinkages include transport through wetlands (which contribute 
to fragmentation) and energy from peat (which causes pollution, or if avoided will 
cause a reduced supply of energy). The goal of achieving thriving wetlands is 
discussed in relation to agriculture, forestry, cultural significant objects, recreation, 
transport, military defense and energy.  

12. Sustainable Forests Yes. The social interlinkages are mentioned multiple times, with the approach that a 
sustainable forests provides social benefits. Namely, culture historical values, 
recreation and tourism. Synergies are mentioned to exist between actions to preserve 
biodiversity in the forest from actors working with recreation, tourism and culture-
historical objects. Achieving this goal entails economical costs for various actors, 
amongst others the forest owners. However, sustainable forests can provide long 
term economic benefits because of  “sustainable goods return”. The goal of 
achieving sustainable forests is discussed in relation to culture, leisure, biodiversity, 
agriculture, forestry, tourism, recreation, transport and hunting.  

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Yes. It is mentioned that the goal requires coordinated efforts in “different policy 
areas”. The goal of achieving a varied agricultural landscape is discussed in relation 
to culture, leisure, biodiversity, tourism, health, food security and nutrient pollution.  
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14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes. The goal of achieving a magnificent mountain landscape is discussed in 
relation to health, biodiversity, recreation, tourism, indigenous populations, aviation, 
transport, hunting and fishing. Environmental friendly scooters (environmental) are 
said to provide health benefits (social) and support tourism and recreation (which 
provides economical income).  

15. A Good Built Environment Yes. The goal mentions that the goal needs to consider economic, social and 
environmental sustainability. However, the goal opens up for a discussion regarding 
conflicts and tradeoffs with other societal goals and between sectors. The goal of 
achieving a good built environment is discussed in relation to health, culture-
historical significant objects, energy, transportation, recreation, climate, local 
agriculture, biodiversity, recycling, and infrastructure.  

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

Yes. The goal clearly states that a rich diversity of plant and animal life 
(biodiversity) provides both social and economical benefits. The goal of achieving a 
rich diversity of plant and animal life is discussed in relation to climate change, 
hunting, fishing, culture, health, poverty, gender equality, food security, energy, 
agriculture, recreation, and tourism. 

Are the quality targets part of an issues-oriented agenda rather than a sectoral perspective? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact The goal is discussed in relation to a “climate committee”, implying a sectoral 

approach. The goal is further described in a separate governmental bill, which means 
that there potentially is an issue-oriented agenda evolving around climate in a 
different bill. 

2. Clean Air The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda, where multiple sectors 
that are connected to air quality are mentioned and discussed (health, energy, 
transportation, agriculture, forestry and maintenance of cultural significant objects). 
The cross-sectorial perspective is used to implement change that benefits air quality 
in other sectors, such as planning transport to reduce emissions (more bikes, 
pedestrians and public transport) and improving emissions (by get rid of old cars 
that lack efficient catalysts). Cross-sectorial could be strengthened in order to 
support investments in other sectors that benefit air quality.  

3. Natural Acidification Only The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda, where multiple sectors 
that are connected to acidification are mentioned and discussed (health, energy, 
transportation, agriculture, forestry, and maintenance of cultural significant objects). 

4. A Non-Toxic Environment The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda, however the focus lies on 
treatment rather than sources of toxins. A lot of the responsibility for 
decontamination is placed on regions and municipalities, rather than a sector.  

5. A Protective Ozone Layer The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. Sectors that are relevant 
and discussed in relation to the goal are: aviation, military, health, agriculture and 
fisheries.  

6. A Safe Radiation Environment The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. Sectors that are relevant 
and discussed in relation to the goal are energy and health.  

7. Zero Eutrophication The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda, where multiple sectors 
that are connected to eutrophication are mentioned and discussed (health, energy, 
transportation, agriculture, forestry, sanitation, water quality, tourism, forestry and 
industries).  

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda, where multiple sectors 
that are connected to the quality of lakes and streams are mentioned and discussed 
(tourism, leisure, energy, agriculture, forestry, fishing, transport and other 
industries). The goal explicitly stresses the benefits of adopting an integrated 
approach with relevant actors.  

9. Good-Quality Groundwater The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda, where multiple sectors 
that are connected to groundwater are mentioned and discussed (energy, agriculture, 
and construction). The cross-sectorial perspective is still lacking through, because 
the socio-economic benefits that the goal contributes with (reduced health and pipe 
maintenance costs) are neither elaborated nor used to establish cross-sectorial 
collaborations.  
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10. A Balanced Marine Environment A little bit of both. Multiple sectors are mentioned to be relevant and dependent on a 
balanced marine environment. “Sector responsibility” implies sectorial efforts, and 
“constructive dialogue” and “cross-sectorial research projects” emphasise a beyond 
sectorial perspective.  

11. Thriving Wetlands The goal is mainly discussed as an issue-oriented topic. General impression is that 
wetlands are beneficial for multiple sectors, and biodiversity. The goal mentions that 
work should include “relevant sectors” (such as energy, transport, agriculture and 
forestry). 

12. Sustainable Forests The goal is mainly discussed as an issue-oriented topic. However, forestry is the 
most dominantly discussed sector. The goal mentions that work should include 
“relevant sectors” (such as agriculture, hunting, recreation and tourism). 

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape The goal is discussed mostly around the agricultural sector, but also including how it 
is an issue which involves other sectors, such as: tourism, recreation, and in general 
rural development. It calls for cooperation between sectors.  

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape The goal is mainly discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. Noise pollution 
from human activity and the sensitive mountain ecosystem are the main discussed 
topics.  

15. A Good Built Environment The goal is mainly discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. It is made clear 
that multiple sectors are involved in this goal, and thus requiring a cross-sectional 
perspective. The goal mentions that factors affecting the goal are interdependent, 
and therefore require broad collaboration between relevant actors. 

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

The goal is discussed in terms of an issue-oriented agenda. It explicitly notes that it 
requires both sector responsibility and cross-sectorial cooperation. 

Have the existence of enabling environments which affect positively the quality target been considered? Or is the 
achievement of this goal contributing to an enabling environment for other quality targets? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for three other targets: 

Clean Air, Only Natural Acidification, and Zero Eutrophication. 
2. Clean Air The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for 4 other targets: Only 

Natural Acidification, A Non-Toxic Environment, Zero Eutrophication, and A Good 
Built Environment. Clean air is described to be an enabling environment for 
forestry, but EQO 12 (Sustainable Forests) isn’t explicitly mentioned. Clean air is 
described to be an enabling environment for biodiversity, but EQO 16 (A Rich 
Diversity of Plant and Animal Life) isn’t explicitly mentioned. Clean air is also 
described to be an enabling environment for health and agriculture. 

3. Natural Acidification Only The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for 4 other targets: Clean 
Air, Zero Eutrophication, Sustainable Forests, and Flourishing Lakes and Streams. 
Structural changes in the transport and industry sector is said to contribute to the 
goal’s achievement, since it would result in less polluting substances that contribute 
to acidification. 

4. A Non-Toxic Environment It is implied that the fulfilment of the goal would simplify other ambitions, such as 
construction (since you cannot built on contaminated land). It is also mentioned that 
reaching the goal Natural Acidification Only would benefit this goal, since 
acidification speeds up leakage of toxins.  

5. A Protective Ozone Layer It is mentioned that the fulfilment of this goal will result in less radiation, and thus 
benefit EQO 6 A Safe Radiation Environment.  

6. A Safe Radiation Environment It is mentioned that the fulfilment of this goal will likely result in reduced cancer-
cases and better conditions for biodiversity.  

7. Zero Eutrophication It is implied that the fulfilment of the goal would simplify other ambitions, such as 
health, biodiversity and water use. The goal is said to contribute to an enabling 
environment for 6 other targets: Natural Acidification Only, Good-Quality 
Groundwater, A Varied Agricultural Landscape, Flourishing Lakes and Streams, 
Clean Air and Thriving Wetlands. 

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams It is described how protection and conservation of lakes and streams, which the goal 
encompasses, will contribute to an enabling environment for other goals: Natural 
Acidification Only, A Non-Toxic Environment, and Zero Eutrophication.  
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9. Good-Quality Groundwater The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for 4 other targets: Natural 
Acidification Only, A Non-Toxic Environment, Zero Eutrophication, and A Good 
Built Environment. It is mentioned that sustainable use of resources (more efficiency 
and less contamination) would simplify the work to reach the goal. 

10. A Balanced Marine Environment The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for 8 other targets: Clean 
Air, A Non-Toxic Environment, Zero Eutrophication, Flourishing Lakes and 
Streams, Thriving Wetlands, Sustainable Forests, A Varied Agricultural Landscape, 
and A Good Built Environment. It is mentioned that a balanced marine environment 
contributes to biodiversity, which itself enables other environmental goals.  

11. Thriving Wetlands The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for 3 other targets: Zero 
Eutrophication, A Varied Agricultural Landscape and Sustainable Forests. It is 
mentioned that fulfilling this goal will provide an enabling environment to fulfil the 
goal of achieving a rich diversity of plant and animal life. It is also mentioned that if 
wetlands are thriving, the production levels will be beneficial for actors from for e.g. 
agriculture and forestry. 

12. Sustainable Forests The goal is said to contribute to an enabling environment for the goal Natural 
Acidification Only. It is mentioned that multiple actors work towards achieving 
sustainable forests (synergy) and thus the progress will act as an enabling 
environment for other actors, and vice versa.  

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape It is implied that the goal will enable rural development.   
14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape It is mentioned that technological advancements that provide scooters with less 

noise pollution and emissions will provide an enabling environment for other 
interim targets, such as achieving a healthy ecosystem with thriving biodiversity, 
and protection culture-historical values. 

15. A Good Built Environment It is mentioned that life cycle analysis and systems thinking contribute to finding 
holistic solutions that contribute towards the goal. The goal is said to contribute to 
an enabling environment for 8 other targets: Reduced Climate Impact, Clean Air, A 
Non-Toxic Environment, A Safe Radiation Environment, and Good-Quality 
Groundwater. 

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

The goal explicitly says that the goal is a precondition for all other national 
environmental quality objectives, since the health of the ecosystem depends on 
biodiversity. “Measures should also be designed to help achieve other social goals”. 
It is therefore implied that all other goals will benefit this goal.  

Have contextual factors (for example knowledge) which might influence the quality targets been identified? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Not as stated in this governmental bill.  
2. Clean Air Yes. Technical advancements are repeatedly mentioned and partly implemented 

(e.g. catalysts). Knowledge is said to be lacking on the subject of air quality, 
especially in the context of how, and to what extent, air quality affects culturally 
significant objects.  

3. Natural Acidification Only Yes. Technical advancement and the development of new methods that predicts 
strain on the environment are mentioned. 

4. A Non-Toxic Environment Yes. The need for knowledge is explicitly expressed. There is especially need for 
knowledge in the area of the environmental and health impacts of toxic substances 
that are in circulation. It is said that with increasing knowledge, risk can better be 
calculated. The need for new technology is mentioned as well.  

5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes. It is mentioned that there is a need for more knowledge, awareness and 
technology.  

6. A Safe Radiation Environment Yes. The need for knowledge is repeatedly expressed. The need for awareness is 
mentioned in the context of sun cancer and the need for research is mentioned in 
health, energy and safety contexts.  

7. Zero Eutrophication Partly. It is mentioned that consumers ought to have more information in order to be 
able to make informed decisions about the “nutrient footprint” of agricultural 
produce and detergents.  

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Yes. It is mentioned that more knowledge is required amongst relevant actors. It is 
mentioned that the evaluation method of nature and cultural significant objects will 
affect the work towards achieving this goal.  
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9. Good-Quality Groundwater Partly. The geographical factor is mentioned in multiple ways. Since agriculture is 
dominantly in southern Sweden, that is where the contaminants deriving from 
agriculture are mostly concentrated. Urban contaminants, from construction, most 
likely occur in the cities. Naturally occurring toxins, such as fluoride and radon, are 
unevenly spread out through the country, but also contributing to the varying quality 
of good-quality groundwater throughout the country. Landscapes vary throughout 
Sweden, causing groundwater levels to vary naturally. Demographical concentration 
causes more stress onto certain areas, also contributing to groundwater levels to vary 
throughout the country (more stress in the south). It is mentioned that new 
knowledge and technological advancements will result in the goal being evaluated 
differently. It is mentioned that more knowledge would contribute to the 
achievement of the goal. 

10. A Balanced Marine Environment Yes. Knowledge is mentioned multiple times. More knowledge is required regarding 
biodiversity’s significance in the marine environment. It is also mentioned that there 
is a need for research to gain new and better knowledge.  

11. Thriving Wetlands Yes. Knowledge is mentioned multiple times. It is mentioned that it is required 
further knowledge of the amount of land that require restoration. It is also mentioned 
that agents working with these topics require more information regarding wetland’s 
significance.  

12. Sustainable Forests Yes. Knowledge is mentioned multiple times. It is mentioned that there is demand 
for further knowledge. 

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Yes. It is mentioned that there is a need for more knowledge. It is mentioned that it 
is required more research to gain knowledge regarding cost-efficient actions to reach 
this particular goal and regarding EU’s mutual agricultural politics impact on the 
environment. 

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes. It is mentioned that more knowledge is required regarding for example new 
methods for reindeer inventory and how the ecology is affected by human activity.  

15. A Good Built Environment Yes. It is mentioned that it is required more knowledge, working routines, and ways 
of cooperating between sectors in society and relevant actors. More resources are 
required for research and obtaining required knowledge.  

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

Yes. Knowledge is mentioned multiple times. Knowledge is mentioned in the 
context of knowledge building and knowledge spreading. 

Does the quality target produce effects, positive or negative, that could affect the well-being of people living in other 
countries? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact It isn’t mentioned, but it is implied by discussing the success of the goal in relation 

to Sweden and other countries efforts.  
2. Clean Air It is described how wind transports pollutants, and thus that it will affect people 

across boarders. More explicitly, it describes how pollutants from other countries are 
transported into Sweden.  

3. Natural Acidification Only The goal is repeatedly referred to as a health and cross-border issue. It is said that 
the nitrogen contaminants are imported as must as they are exported. It is said that 
90% of the sulphur contaminants in Sweden derive from pollution in other countries.  

4. A Non-Toxic Environment It is mentioned that toxins could spread, but it doesn’t elaborate to describe where.  
5. A Protective Ozone Layer Addressing the depleting ozone layer provides positive benefits for people living in 

other countries. The goal mentions that “the depleting ozone layer is a global 
problem where the effect is the same regardless of where the emissions occur”. It is 
mentioned that if the waste that contribute to depletion of the ozone layer is recycled 
or sols, it will not solve the issue but rather displace it.  

6. A Safe Radiation Environment It is in a very clear way described how radioactive (especially nuclear) waste is of 
significance for the well-being of countries for a large set area, spanning over 
multiple countries. The example of the Chernobyl accident is mentioned multiple 
times, emphasising the consequences that could occur and how long the radioactive 
particles can travel. Russia’s storage of radioactive waste is also pointed out to have 
the risk to affect other countries (including Sweden).  

7. Zero Eutrophication Yes. So far the effects that are described are negative. The case that is described is 
the Baltic Sea being negatively affected by the countries all around the sea. 
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8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Only mentioned in a national perspective.  
9. Good-Quality Groundwater It is mentioned that groundwater contamination can spread, but it isn’t described to 

be a cross-border issue in this bill. However, the goal refers to a multi-national 
directive  that ought to be implemented implying the benefits of cooperation across 
boarders.  

10. A Balanced Marine Environment Yes. Since the marine environment is part of the common goods, it is said to require 
actions from other countries.  

11. Thriving Wetlands It is implied that this goal is relevant at a larger level, but not explicitly in other 
countries. It is mentioned that Sweden has relatively large areas of wetlands, and 
therefore a responsibility to the world to sustain them and conserve their unique 
characteristics. It terms of valuing wetlands because of their contribution to 
biodiversity is said to “preserve a resource base for future generations development 
and well-being”. It also says that “With plants, animals and functioning ecosystems 
in wetlands preserves a good living environment for man”.   

12. Sustainable Forests It is described how forests interplay with the climate, air and water. Since these are 
global common goods, it is implied that the goal is of significance for people living 
in other countries. 

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape It is mentioned that the regional agricultural politics are significant for “general 
societal development” which can be perceived to include people living in other 
countries. Although this isn’t explicitly mentioned.  

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape It is mentioned that the goals affect indigenous people who depend on the reindeer 
population. Since it is mentioned that the indigenous population span across 
boarders, it is implied that the goal will produce effects that can affect peoples well-
being in other countries. It is also mentioned that Sweden’s mountain landscape 
attracts international tourism, and thus these tourists will be affected by thee goals as 
well.  

15. A Good Built Environment It is mentioned that the goal entails avoiding negative environmental impacts that 
could have effects on peoples wellbeing. Environmental effects on global common 
goods are mentioned, and therefore implying that the goal can affect peoples 
wellbeing in other countries. The goal explicitly says that it aims to contribute to a 
better global environment.  

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

It is clearly mentioned that biodiversity is of significance for peoples health, quality 
of life and well-being in Sweden and other countries. It is therefore noted that this 
goal is incorporated into Swedish international development cooperation. 

Have the potential direct or indirect long-term effects on well-being of future generations been identified? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Yes. It is implied that a better climate enables a healthier environment for humanity.  
2. Clean Air Yes. Mostly in regards to health, but also food production and other economic 

losses. 
3. Natural Acidification Only Yes. It is repeatedly mentioned that the time required for the environment to recover 

from acidification is very long. It is also said that even though the polluting stops, 
the effects will occur for quite some time. 

4. A Non-Toxic Environment Yes. It is mentioned that it is ethically and morally important to reduce the costs of 
the environmental problems for future generations that the current and past 
generations are responsible to. By describing the long-lasting effects of a toxic 
environment, and of bioaccumulation, the goal is referred to as a long-lasting 
problem that will affect future generations.  

5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes. The direct effects are primarily negative impacts on health. The chemicals that 
affect the ozone layer negatively have a long lifetime, making this issue an 
intergenerational issue. 

6. A Safe Radiation Environment Yes. It is repeatedly pointed out that radioactive waste stays radioactive for a long 
time, consequently resulting in long-term effects. The example of the Chernobyl 
accident is used to point out that the impact of the accident (that occurred 1986) lasts 
for a long time.  

7. Zero Eutrophication Partly. The effects of eutrophication are referred to as long-term problems that could 
take multiple decades to stabilise to reasonable levels. Future generations are not 
mentioned more than this goal should be fulfilled within a generation (which is the 
case for all goals). 



 

68 

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Partly. Effects of not achieving the goal are mentioned and the goal emphasises that 
investing in the goal is an investment for the future. 

9. Good-Quality Groundwater Yes. It is mentioned that there is a meaningful risk for the groundwater resources in 
the future to be scarce, since the quantity and quality is decreasing. Certain 
groundwater resources have large circulation times (which depend on geography and 
quality), and therefore it is highlighted that a long-term perspective is required. The 
effects are mostly described in worsening health, and worse conditions for fauna and 
flora.  

10. A Balanced Marine Environment Yes. Effects that are mentioned are negative, such as reduction in fish resources due 
to overexploitation, bioaccumulation of contaminants in sea life and reduction in 
production levels due to a degrading environment. It is mentioned that cod is 
unlikely to recover within the time span of a generation.  

11. Thriving Wetlands Yes. The goals aims to “preserve a resource base for future generations development 
and well-being” and maintain the productivity of the wetlands. The goal aims to 
have a long-term protection of the wetlands.  

12. Sustainable Forests Yes. It is mentioned that forests are of importance for a society to grow sustainably, 
both in terms of resilience, but also in terms of a long-lasting income source.  

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Partly. It is mentioned that a negative trend is that specialisation is causing many 
agricultural actors to shut down, which implies negative effects for future 
generations. Also the goal aims to achieve sustainable agricultural practices in order 
to achieve a viable countryside and good produce.  

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Partly. It is mentioned that the goal provides impacts on the reindeer stock’s 
viability, and therefore also the future for the indigenous population.  

15. A Good Built Environment Partly. It is mentioned that the goal aims to achieve longterm sustainability, and thus 
implying positive impacts for the future. 

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

Yes. It is mentioned that the goal aims to preserve biodiversity for current and future 
generations. It is noted that biodiversity is important for the long-term.  

Are the economic, social and environmental costs or savings related to the policy decisions considered? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact Briefly. Only the economic cost of the so-called “climate investment programme” is 

mentioned. The social benefits (health) is mentioned but not in monetary terms. 
2. Clean Air Yes. Investing in cleaner air shows to contribute to economic savings (or actually 

less losses). Explicitly mentioned is the cost of lost working days as a consequence 
of health issues that relate to bad air, which is estimated to cost 2.2 million SEK. 
Bad air also contributes to higher cost of maintenance of cultural significant objects, 
higher loss of agricultural produce (estimated to 1 million SEK annually). The costs 
are considered to implement monetary incentives to get rid of old cars that intensely 
pollute. 

3. Natural Acidification Only Yes. It is mentioned that acidification contributes to production losses in agriculture 
and forestry, loss of value in land and cultural significant objects, damage to 
ecosystems, health costs and maintenance costs (placing lime in lakes to neutralise 
the pH).  

4. A Non-Toxic Environment Yes. Sanitation is said to be costly, but implied to be an investment for the future, 
since regulations hinders further contamination to the levels that are present today. 
Investing in decontamination is said to benefit plants, animals and humans, implying 
savings in respective areas. 

5. A Protective Ozone Layer Yes. It explicitly states that it actions towards protecting the ozone layer is very 
beneficial in a socioeconomic perspective. Examples that are mentioned are reduced 
health costs and less losses in agriculture and fisheries. 

6. A Safe Radiation Environment Partly. Only monetary costs are mentioned. The social benefits (health) is mentioned 
but not in monetary terms. Costs of finding end-storage for radioactive waste is not 
mentioned.  

7. Zero Eutrophication Yes. Improving the state of eutrophication is said to result in better income from 
tourism. Also it is said to contribute to economic savings (or actually less losses) in 
terms of health and treatment. Actions towards reaching this goal will explicitly cost 
the agricultural industry. 

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams Yes. Achieving this goal is said to be expensive, but will in the long run save money 
by requiring less sanitation and restoration. 
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9. Good-Quality Groundwater Yes. The groundwater quality is discussed in terms of socio-economic costs, such as 
healthcare and maintenance of corroding materials in the built environment. 

10. A Balanced Marine Environment Partly. It is mentioned that investing in this goal will secure future resources of 
value, such as fish that provides jobs and food, and better produce (less 
contaminants) and therefore better health.  

11. Thriving Wetlands Yes. It is mentioned that future efforts to achieve thriving wetlands will require 
additional economical resources. It is mentioned that wetlands have for a long time 
(even historically) been important for man’s supply. It is mentioned that there will 
be production losses which are difficult to quantify.  

12. Sustainable Forests Yes. Economic costs but social and environmental benefits. With a longterm 
perspective, the economical dimension will also benefit from sustainable forests. 

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape Partly. The economics is discussed in terms of incentives, resources from the EU 
and securing income for agricultural practitioners. Environmental costs are 
mentioned in form of nutrient pollution and fragmentation of landscape. A broader 
perspective that incorporates other societal actors is missing.  

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Yes. It is mentioned that there are socioeconomic costs for the goal’s actions, but 
they are “difficult to calculate”.  

15. A Good Built Environment Partly. It is mentioned that a lot of sectors are involved, and that the goal will cost.  
16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

Yes. It is mentioned that this goal will cost for the government, municipalities, 
companies and private people. The cost will be in form of increased expenditure or 
reduced income due to actions, time spent on achieving the goal and the need for 
increased resources (e.g. work labour).  

Does the national environmental quality target have plans for implementation on the domestic and international level? 
1. Reduced Climate Impact The goal aims to stabilise the amount of cardondioxide in the atmosphere to a level 

lower than 550 ppm. The atmosphere is a global common, and therefore the goal is 
set at an international level. Also, it is mentioned that Sweden is involved in the 
international sphere to achieve this goal. 

2. Clean Air Both. The goal is set for concentration of air pollutants in Sweden, but since the 
atmosphere is a global common it is relevant for the international level. It is also 
described how air is transported cross boarders, blurring the levels between national 
and international. Implementation efforts that are described in detail, such as 
improving clean transports and catalysts for cars, are implemented on the national 
level. However, the goal describes how Sweden is working in the international 
sphere to improve the air quality on the international level. 

3. Natural Acidification Only Both. It is described how international agreements and collaborations are of 
importance for the goal. It is said that Sweden are contributing to the international 
level by taking initiative and providing support for concrete actions in how to reduce 
acidification and emissions. On the domestic level, Sweden is working with 
polluting sectors and economical governance tools to implement change.  

4. A Non-Toxic Environment The goal solely describes plans to be implemented on a domestic level.  
5. A Protective Ozone Layer The goals is currently mostly focused on the international level. The Swedish EPA 

explicitly states that the success of this task depends on the work done on the 
international level. Sweden has been a part of the Wien convention and the Montreal 
protocol, both addressing the ozone layer issue. Sweden’s work on the international 
level remains a priority. Sweden also pursues this task within the EU. Increasing 
international flights are threatening the achievement of the goal, thus requiring work 
to be done on the international level. National laws have resulted in progress on the 
domestic work regarding the ozone layer. 

6. A Safe Radiation Environment Both. It is described how international agreements and collaborations are of 
importance for the goal. An example of a relevant international actor is the 
International Commission on Radiation Protection (ICRP). Sweden is also working 
on the topic in the EU and domestically. 

7. Zero Eutrophication The goal is mainly addressed on the domestic level. However, the work occurs on 
EU and international level, especially in the Baltic region.  

8. Flourishing Lakes and Streams The goal is addressed on the domestic level. EU is mentioned, but in the context of 
Sweden fulfilling EU directives as a member state of the EU. 
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9. Good-Quality Groundwater International level is not mentioned. A lot of the responsibility evolving around this 
goal (providing inhabitants with adequate, clean and affordable drinking water) is 
placed on a regional and local level. 

10. A Balanced Marine Environment The focus is very much on the international level. It is mentioned that work is 
required on both national and international level for this goal.  

11. Thriving Wetlands The goal’s implementation is on a domestic level. However, work evolving around 
international agreements are mentioned to be relevant and of importance, for e.g. the 
convention on biological biodiversity. 

12. Sustainable Forests The goal is addressed on the domestic level. EU is mentioned, but in the context of 
Sweden fulfilling EU directives as a member state of the EU. 

13. A Varied Agricultural Landscape The goal’s implementation is on a domestic level. However, a lot of work regarding 
the goal relies on changes in EU’s mutual agricultural politics.  

14. A Magnificent Mountain Landscape Both. Implementation mostly occurs on national level. Although international and 
EU agreements are referred to, implying multilevel cooperation. Also, the 
indigenous population spans across boarders, which results in cooperation with other 
countries.  

15. A Good Built Environment Both. It mentions that work evolving around this goal ought to occur on multiple 
levels. It also mentions that it is required coordination between levels. Sweden is 
working nationally, within the EU and with the World’s Health Organisation 
regarding this goal.  

16. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal 
Life 

The goal is mainly addressed on international level. “Many of the environmental 
quality objectives are based on measures being taken in other countries both inside 
and outside the EU as well as at global level. Sweden must therefore also be an 
active international player”. It is mentioned that work regarding this goal occurs on a 
domestic level, within multinational organisations and within international 
development cooperation. International agreements such as the Convention of 
Biological Diversity, CITIES, Natura2000, Bonn convention and Bern convention 
are mentioned. 
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